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The  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  System  (CBRS)  was  established  in  1982 
upon  enactment  of  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act  (CBRA).   The  CBRS 
identified  certain  coastal  barriers  along  the  Atlantic  and  Gulf  of  Mexico 
coasts  that  were  considered  "undeveloped"  and  "unprotected".   In  4 

Massachusetts  approximately  45  units  were  included  in  the  CBRS.   The 
purposes  of  the  Act  are  to  minimize  the  loss  of  human  life,  reduce  the 
wasteful  expenditure  of  federal  revenues,  and  reduce  the  damage  of  fish, 
wildlife,  and  other  natural  resources  associated  with  the  coastal 
barriers.   This  is  accomplished,  in  part,  by  restricting  Federal 
expenditures  and  financial  assistance  which  have  the  affect  of  encouraging 
development  of  coastal  barriers.   The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  fully 
supports  the  intent  and  purpose  of  the  CBRA. 

Section  10  of  the  Act  directed  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
prepare  and  submit  to  Congress  a  report  regarding  the  system.   The 
Secretary  was  further  directed  to  prepare  the  report  in  consultation  with 
the  Governor  and  Coastal  Zone  Management  agencies  of  the  affected  states. 
In  response  to  the  directives  of  Congress,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
prepared  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  System  Draft  Report  to  Congress 
which  was  released  in  April  1985.   Released  in  conjunction  with  the  Draft 
Report  was  the  Draft  Coastal  Barrier  Inventory  which  identified  and 
delineated  existing  CBRS  units,  expansions  to  those  units  and,  the 
addition  of  new  units  based  on  the  definition  and  delineation  criteria 
developed  by  the  Coastal  Barrier  Study  Group  (as  summarized  in  the 
January,  1985  narrative  document).   The  Draft  Inventory  for  Massachusetts 
included  approximatley  36  new  units  and  the  expansion  of  about  34  existing 
units. 

The  Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management  office  solicited  comments  on 
the  Draft  Report  and  Inventory  and  received  approximately  37  responses. 
All  of  the  comments,  in  their  entirety,  are  included  in  Appendix  B  of  this 
document.   The  state  position  regarding  each  unit  of  the  Draft  Inventory 
is  contained  in  Appendix  A.   Modifications  to  proposed  unit  boundaries  are 
delineated  in  Appendix  A,  Figures  1-10. 

II.  EXPANSION  OF  THE  DEFINITION  AND  DELINEATION  OF  COASTAL  BARRIERS 

DELINEATION  OF  AREAS  THAT  BECOME  UNDEVELOPED  AT  SOME  POINT  IN  THE  FUTURE 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  this  general  concept  but  opposes  ' 

the  "development"  status.   It  would  be  more  appropriate  to  use  the  50% 

damaged/destroyed  criterion  to  trigger  the  review  process  for 

inclusion  of  storm-damaged  areas.   The  "development"  status  however, 

should  remain  as  one  walled  and  roofed  structure  per  five  acres  of 

fastland. 


* 
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DELINEATION  OF  COASTAL  BARRIERS 

Distribution  of  Coastal  Barriers 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  the  Conservation  Alternative 
provided  adequate  funding  is  secured  to  properly  implement  and 
administer  the  expansion. 

Composition  of  Coastal  Barriers 

MA  POSITION:  Massachusetts  supports  the  Conservation  Alternative. 
Wave,  Tidal  and  Wind  Energies 

MA  POSITION:  Massachusetts  supports  the  Conservation  Alternative. 

Infrastructure 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  opposes  retention  of  the  infrastructure 
exclusion.   The  existence  of  a  full  compliment  of  infrastructure 
-  should  not  provide  the  basis  to  exclude  otherwise  undeveloped  coastal 
barriers.   The  financial  burden  of  repair  and/or  replacement  of  the 
infrastructure,  and  the  dwellings  that  would  follow,  is  clearly  borne 
by  the  taxpayer. 

Phased  Development 

MA  POSITION:  Massachusetts  supports  elimination  of  the  phased 
development  criterion. 

Any  Portion  Thereof 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  opposses  the  Conservation  Alternative  to 
retain  the  one-quarter  mile  criterion.   Provided  a  coastal  barrier 
meets  the  other  criteria,  a  minimum  shoreline  length  should  not  be 
critical.   It  is  apparently  an  administrative  decision  to  simplify  the 
delineation  process  and  does  not  reflect  the  true  intent  of  Congress. 

Inclusion  Of  Otherwise  Protected  Areas 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  strongly  supports  the  Conservation 
Alternative  to  include  otherwise  protected  areas. 

DELINEATION  OF  COASTAL  BARRIER  UNITS 

Delineation  Of  The  Landward  Boundary 

MA  POSITION:  Massachusetts  supports  the  general  concept  of  the 
Conservation  Alternative  to  expand  the  delineation  of  associated 
aquatic  habitats  between  coastal  barriers  and  the  mainland.   However, 
in  urban  waterfront  areas  there  exist  many  mixed  uses  of  the  aquatic 
habitat  such  as  for  commercial  and/or  recreational  fishing  and  boating 
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facilities  (piers,  wharfs,  moorings).   Such  areas  represent  a  clear, 

strong,  committment  by  the  local,  state  and  federal  government  to 

ensure  that  these  historical  maritime  activities  will  continue  to  ^» 

exist  and  improve.   The  result  is  an  interference  to  the  natural 

ecological  and  biolgical  processes  that  ocurr  within  that  portion  of 

the  aquatic  habitat.  Therefore,  delineation  criteria  should  be  adopted 

that  provide  for  the  status  of  human  activities  within  the  associated 

aquatic  habitat.   This  would  follow  along  the  same  lines  as  the 

criteria  that  are  used  to  determine  the  ability  of  a  coastal  barrier 

to  function  naturally  (i.e.  Do  any  structures  and  human  activities 

significantly  impede  geologic  and  ecolgical  processes?). 

Also,  in  Massachusetts  there  exists  at  least  one  situation  where  an 
existing  wastewater  outfall  is  within  the  harbor  of  a  proposed  unit 
(COA,  the  designation  of  which  is  supported).   It  is  our  understanding 
that  financial  assistance  for  the  relocation  of  the  outfall  to  a  point 
outside  (or  beyond)  the  unit  boundary  would  not  be  available. 
Because  there  is  no  other  alternative  location,  this  could  mean  that 
the  wastewater  outfall  will  remain  within  the  harbor  leading  to 
continued  water  quality  degradation.   This  is  clearly  not  the  intent 
of  Congress.   Massachusetts  strongly  supports  the  inclusion  of 
'  provisions  to  allow  funding  the  extension  of  a  wastewater  discharge 
pipe  through  a  designated  unit  provided  it  discharges  outside  the  unit 
and,  provided  the  extension  leads  to  improved  water  quality  within  the 
designated  unit. 

The  Boundary  On  The  Unprotected  Side 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  the  Conservation  Alternative  of 
designated  limits  of  the  "sand-sharing  system". 

Isolated  Clusters  Of  Development 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  the  Conservation  Alternative  to 
exclude  dense  clusters  of  isolated  development. 

Landward  Aquatic  Habitat  Behind  Partially  Developed  Coastal  Barriers 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  the  Conservation  Alternative  to 
expand  the  delineation  of  the  associated  aquatic  habitat  behind 
partially  developed  coastal  barriers. 

Boundary  Criteria  For  Otherwise  Protected  Coastal  Barriers 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  accepts  the  general  concept  of  the 
Conservation  Alternative  but  opposes  exclusion  of  State  and  Municipal 
beaches  fronting  on  developed  coastal  barriers.   There  is  really  no 
basis  to  exclude  these  areas  other  than  administrative  simplification. 

Areas  That  May  Meet  The  Definition  At  Some  Point  In  The  Future 

MA  POSITION:   See  earlier  comments  concerning  this  criterion. 


-3- 


III.  TAX  POLICY  ON  COASTAL  BARRIERS 

TAX  OPTIONS  THAT  REDUCE  THE  INCENTIVE  TO 
DEVELOP  COASTAL  BARRIERS 

Restrict  the  Deductibility  for  Casuality  Loss 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  restriction  or  elimination  of  the 
casualty  loss  deduction  for  losses  incurred  to  properties  within  CBRS 
units. 

Restrict  Depreciation  Allowances 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  initiation  of  the  "straight  line" 
method  of  depreciation  for  depreciable  property  located  on  a  CBRS 
unit. 

Treat  Capital  Gains  On  Sales  Of  Structures  In  The  CBRS  As  Ordinary  Income 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  treatment  of  gain  on  the  sale  of 
,  strucutres  or  facilities  constructed  on  CBRS  units  after  passage  of 
CBRA,  as  ordinary  income. 

Disallow  Deductibility  For  Certain  Business  Expenses 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  the  prohibition  on  business 
expense  deductions  for  draining,  dredging,  or  filling  within  a  CBRS 
unit. 

Restrict  Deductibility  On  Interest  Expenses 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  the  prohibition  of  deductions  of 
interest  expenses  for  loans  used  to  finance  the  purchase  or 
construction  of  structures  on  lands  within  a  CBRS  unit. 

Permit  Interest  Expense  And  Tax  Deductions  Only  For  Net  Income  Derived 
From  CBRS  Lands 

MA  POSITIONS:  Massachusetts  opposes  this  alternative  because  it  still 
provides  tax  incentives  (although  reduced)  for  continued  development 
of  CBRS  units. 

TAX  OPTIONS  THAT  INCREASE  THE  INCENTIVE 
TO  CONSERVE  COASTAL  BARRIERS 

Allow  Donation  of  Federal  Income  Tax  Refund 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  this  alternative 

Allow  Tax  Exempt  Financing  For  CBRS  Protection  Purposes 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  this  alternative. 
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Permit  Deductions  For  Maintenance  Of  Compatible  Uses  On  CBRA  Units 
MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  this  alternative. 

Permit  Deductions  For  Restoration  Of  CBRS  Features 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  this  alternative. 

Permit  Deductions  For  Appropriate  Siting  Of  Structures  And  Facilities 

MA  POSITION:  Massachusetts  accepts  this  alternative  but  questions 
whether  this  actually  provides  an  indirect  incentive  for  development 
on  CBRS  units. 

Preferential  Tax  Treatment  On  Sales  And  Exchanges 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  the  adoption  of  provisions  that 
would  encourage  a  CBRS  landowner  to  sell  the  property  to  a 
conservation  organization. 

Specifically  Address  CBRS  Units  With  Regard  To  Donations 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  this  alternative  and  considers 
CBRS  units  as  "serving  a  conservation  purpose". 

Increase  Incentives  To  Donate  Property  On  CBRS  Units 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  this  alternative. 

IV.   REGULATORY  PROGRAMS  ON  COASTAL  BARRIERS 

CONSERVATION  ALTERNATIVES 

Amend  CBRA  To  Require  Consistency  With  CBRA  In  Federal  Permitting 
Activities 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  strongly  supports  amendment  of  CBRA  to 
require  that:   following  a  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  no  permit  shall  be  issued  unless  the  permitting 
agency  first  finds  that  the  proposed  activity  would  be  consistent  with 
the  purpose  of  CBRA. 

Impose  A  Federal  Fee  On  Federal  Permits  In  Or  Affecting  CBRS  Units 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  opposses  this  alternative.   Although 
reference  is  made  to  the  land  transfer  tax  adapted  by  a  local 
Massachusetts  community,  this  applies  to  general  real  estate 
transactions  and  the  conclusion  that  it  is  similar  to  the  DOI  proposal 
is  incorrect.   If  a  fee  were  to  be  charged  for  dredge  or  fill 
activities  this,  in  essence,  places  a  pricetag  on  the  federal  permit 
and  opens  the  process  to  many  factors  including  economic  and  political 
interests.   This  alternative  does  not  appear  to  be  in  keeping  with  the 
intent  of  Congress. 
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V.   ACQUISITION  ON  COASTAL  BARRIERS 
CONSERVATION  ALTERNATIVES 
The  Land  And  Water  Conservation  Fund  (LWCF) 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  continued  funding  and  use  of  the 

LWCF. 

The  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System 


MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports,  where  possible,  acquisition  of 
CBRS  property  through  the  NWRS. 

State  And  Local  Acquisition 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  supports  the  acquisition,  where  possible, 
of  CBRS  property  by  state  and  local  concerns.   Massachusetts  has 
.  ranked  coastal  barrier  acquisition  high  in  its  Land  Acquisition 
Program. 

Excess  Federal  Property 

MA  POSITION:   Massachusetts  opposes  the  alternatives  suggested  for 
disposal  of  federal  surplus  property.   Federal  state,  local  or  private 
non-profit  conservation  agencies  should  not  be  required  to 
demdonstrate  "a  need"  for  surplus  property  that  is  within  a  CBRS 
unit.   If  any  requirement  is  placed  on  such  a  transaction,  it  should 
be  limited  to  a  recipients  demonstration  that  the  property  can  be 
maintained  in  a  manner  keeping  with  the  intent  of  CBRA. 
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MASSACHUSETTS  COASTAL  BARRIERS ; POSITION  SUMMARY  TABLE 


MA- 01  SALISBURY  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed 

MA-02  PLUM  ISLAND 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed 

C-00   CLARK  POND 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  an  existing  unit 

MA-03  CASTLE  NECK 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed 

C-01   WINGARSHEEK  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed 

C-01B  BRACE  COVE 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 


Accept  as  an  existing  unit 
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C-01A  GOOD  HARBOR  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED - 

Town  of  Rockport-Board  of  Selectmen  (B-2) 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed 

MA- 04  WEST  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed 


MA- 05  DEVEREUX  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

The  entire  length  of  the  causeway  on  this  proposed  unit  is 
structurally  stabilized  with  seawalls  on  both  sides.  The 
associated  aquatic  habitat  (harbor)  is  heavily  developed  for 
commercial/recreational  marine  related  activities. 

Massachusetts  opposes  designation  of  this  unit. 


MA-06  PHILLIPS  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed 

MA- 07  NAHANT  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts-Metropolitan  District 
Commission   (B-3) 
STATE  POSITION 

Although  a  portion  of  the  Nahant  Beach  Parkway  is 
strucurally  stabilized,  the  majority  of  the  coastal  barrier  still 
exhibits  naturally  functioning  characteristics.  The  associated 
aquatic  habitat  (Lynn  Harbor)  however,  is  severly  impacted  by 
commercial,  recreational  and  industrial  activities  (ie. 
dredging, submarine  cables, pipelines, etc. ) . 

Massachusetts  supports  a  modified  delineation  as  shown  in 
Figure  1. 
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MA- 08  SNAKE  ISLAND 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

— 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed 

MA- 09  WOLLASTON  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

COMMONWEALTH  Of  Massachusetts-Metropolitan  District 
Commission  (B-3) 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed 


MA- 10  MERRYMOUNT 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


COMMONWEALTH  Of  Massachusetts-Metropolitan  District 
Commission   (B-3) 
STATE  POSITION 

The  coastal  barrier  in  this  proposed  unit  does  not  exhibit 
naturally  functioning  characteristics. 

Massachusetts  opposes  designation  of  this  unit. 


C-01C  WEST  HEAD  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 


Massachusetts  supports  a  modified  delineation  of  this  unit 
as  shown  in  Figure  2. 


MA- 11   PEDDOCKS  ISLAND 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

MA- 12  THE  GLADES 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

Michael  J.  Donahue   (B-27) 
STATE  POSITION 

Massachusetts  supports  a  modified  delineation  of  this  unit 
as  shown  in  Figure  3. 
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C-02   NORTH  SCITUATE 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Michael  J.  Donahue  (B-27) 
STATE  POSITION 

Massachusetts  supports  a  modified  delineation  of  this  unit 
as  shown  in  Figure  4. 


C-03   RIVERMOOR 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Michael  J.  Donahue   (B-27) 
STATE  POSITION 

Massachusetts  supports  a  modified  delineation  of  this  unit 
as  shown  in  Figure  5, 


C-03A  REXHAME 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Michael  J.  Donahue   (B-27) 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 


MA- 13  DUXBURY  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Town  of  Duxbury-Board  of  Selectmen  (B-lOa) 
Duxbury  Beach  Reservation,  Inc.   (B-10) 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 


C-04   PLYMOUTH  BAY 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

Town  of  Duxbury-Board  of  Selectmen   (B-10a) 

Duxbury  Beach  Reservation,  Inc.   (B-10) 

Representative  Peter  Forman   (B-22) 

Town  of  Plymouth-Board  of  Selectmen   (B-26) 
STATE  POSITION  ' 

Massachusetts  supports  the  proposed  delineation  but 
reiterates  the  need  to  provide  for  the  relocation  of  an  existing 
wastewater  treatment  facility  outfall  to  a  position  outside  the 
unit  (see  comments:  Delineation  Of  The  Landward  Boundary). 
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C-06   CENTER  HILL  COMPLEX 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 


Accept  as  proposed. 

MA- 14  SANDWICH  HARBOR 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

C-08  SCORTON 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

C-09   SANDY  NECK 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

Town  of  Yarmouth-Executive  Secretary  (B-16) 
STATE  POSITION 

Although  the  concern  raised  by  the  Town  of  Yarmouth  may  be  a 
valid  issue,  the  request  to  modify  the  proposed  delineation  for 
future  dredging  is  in  conflict  with  the  intent  of  the  CBRA. 
Massachusetts  acknowledges  the  time  and  effort  put  forth  by  the 
Town  of  Yarmouth. 

Massachusetts  accepts  the  DOI  delineations  as  proposed. 

MA- 15  GRAYS  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

Town  of  Yarmouth-Executive  Secretary  (B-16,  16a  &  16b) 
Town  of  Dennis  -  Board  of  Selectmen  (B-28) 

STATE  POSITION 

Although  the  concern  raised  by  the  Town  of  Yarmouth  may  be 

a  valid  issue,  the  request  to  modify  the  proposed  delineation  for 

future  dredging  is  in  conflict  with  the  intent  of  the  CBRA. 

Massachusetts  acknowledges  the  time  and  effort  put  forth  by  the 

Town  of  Yarmouth. 

Massachusetts  accepts  the  DOI  delineations  as  proposed. 
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MA- 16  NOBSCUSSET 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Town  of  Dennis  -  Board  of  Selectmen  (B-28) 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 


C-10   FREEMENS  POND 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Town  of  Dennis  -  Board  of  Selectmen  (B-28) 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 


MA- 17  WELLFLEET  HARBOR 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Town  of  Wellfleet-Board  of  Selectmen  (B-15) 
STATE  POSITION 

Extensive  dredging  of  Wellfleet  inner  harbor  has  impeded  the 
ecological  and  biological  function  of  this  area. 

Massachusetts  supports  a  modified  delineation  as  shown  of 
Figure  6. 


MA- 18  PAMET  HARBOR 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Town  of  Truro-Board  of  Selectmen   (B-ll) 
STATE  POSITION 

Massachusetts  supports  a  modified  delineation  as  shown  of 
Figure  7. 


MA- 19  PROVINCETOWN 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Town  of  Provincetown-Planning  Board   (B-9) 

Town  of  Provincetown-Off ice  of  Community  Development   (B-9a) 
Town  of  Provincetown-Off ice  of  the  Town  Manager   (B-9b) 
Town  of  Provincetown-  Office  of  the  Town  Manager   (B-9c) 
Town  of  Provincetown-Board  of  Selectmen  (B-9d) 
Galeforce  Ranch  Colony  (B-13) 
.  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts-Aeronautics  Commission  (B-20) 
Senator  Paul  V.  Doane   (B-21) 

STATE  POSITION 

Exclusion  of  the  Provincetown  Airport  is  not  consistent  with 

the  intent  of  the  CBRA.   Massachusetts  does  not  support  the 

exclusion  of  the  Airport. 

Massachusetts  supports  a  modified  delineation  as  shown  in 
Figure  8. 
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C-ll   NAMSKAKET  SPITS 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 


Accept  as  existing  unit, 

C-11A  BOAT  MEADOWS 

COMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

MA- 20  NAUSET  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

MA- 21  MONOMOY 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

C-12   CHATHAM  ROADS 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

MA- 22  RED  RIVER  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 
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C-13   LEWIS  BAY 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

Town  of  Yarmouth-Executive  Secretary  (B-16) 
STATE  POSITION 

Although  the  concern  raised  by  the  Town  of  Yarmouth  may  be 
valid  issue,  the  request  to  modify  the  proposed  delineation  for 
future  dredging  is  in  conflict  with  the  intent  of  the  CBRA. 
Massachusetts  acknowledges  the  time  and  effort  put  forth  by  the 
Town  of  Yarmouth. 

Massachusetts  accepts  the  DOI  delineations  as  proposed. 


C-14  SQUAW  ISLAND 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

C-15   CENTERVILLE 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

MA- 23  DAVIS  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

Town  of  Yarmouth-Executive  Secretary  (B-16) 
Town  of  Dennis  -  Board  of  Selectmen  (B-28) 

STATE  POSITION 

Although  the  concern  raised  by  the  Town  of  Yarmouth  may  be 

valid  issue,  the  request  to  modify  the  proposed  delineation  for 

future  dredging  is  in  conflict  with  the  intent  of  the  CBRA. 

Massachusetts  acknowledges  the  time  and  effort  put  forth  by  the 

Town  of  Yarmouth. 

Massachusetts  accepts  the  DOI  delineations  as  proposed. 

C-16   DEAD  NECK 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 
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C-17   POPPONESSET 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Town  of  Mashpee- Board  of  Selectmen  (B-l) 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 


C-18   WAQUOIT  BAY 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

Town  of  Mashpee-Board  of  Selectmen  (B-l) 
STATE  POSITION 


Accept  as  proposed. 

C-18A  FALMOUTH  PONDS 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

C-19   BLACK  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 


Accept  as  existing  unit 

MA- 30  HERRING  BROOK 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

MA- 24  NAUSHON  ISLAND  COMPLEX 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 


Accept  as  proposed. 
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C-20   COATUE 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

C-21  SESACHACHA  POND 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

C-22   CISCO  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

C-23   ESTHER  ISLAND  COMPLEX 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

C-2A   TUCKERNUCK  ISLAND 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

C-25   MUSKEGET  ISLAND 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 
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C-31   ELIZABETH  ISLANDS 


COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 


Accept  as  proposed, 


A-25   PENIKESE  ISLAND 


COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed, 


C-29A  JAMES  POND 


COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  existing  unit, 


C-29B  MINK  MEADOWS 


COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  existing  unit. 


MA- 26  HARTHAVEN 


COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

Martha's  Vineyard  Commission   (B-18a) 

Town  of  Edgartovm-Conservation  Commission  (B-18b) 

STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 


MA- 27  EDGARTOWN 


COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

Town  of  Edgartown-Conservation  Commission   (B-18) 

Martha's  Vineyard  Commission  (B-18a) 

Town  of  Edgartown-Conservation  Commission  (B-18b) 
STATE  POSITION 

Massachusetts  does  not  agree  that  this  coastal  barrier  has 
very  little  natural  characteristics  remaining.   Accept  as 
proposed. 


A-ll 


C-26   EEL  POND  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Town  of  Edgartown-Conservation  Commission  (B-18) 

Martha's  Vineyard  Commission  (B-18a) 

Town  of  Edgartown-Conservation  Commission  (B-18b) 
STATE  POSITION 

Massachusetts  supports  a  modified  delineation  of  this  unit 
as  shown  in  Figure  9. 


C-27   CAPE  POGUE 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Town  of  Edgartown-Conservation  Commission  (B-18) 

Martha's  Vineyard  Commission  (B-18a) 

Town  of  Edgartown-Conservation  Commission   (B-18b) 

STATE  POSITION 

Density  of  development  does  not  exceed  development 

threshold. 

Accept  as  proposed. 


MA- 28  NORTON  POINT 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Town  of  Edgartown-Conservation  Commission  (B-18) 

Martha's  Vineyard  Commission  (B-18a) 

Town  of  Edgartown-Conservation  Commission  (B-18b) 
STATE  POSITION 

Massachusetts  supports  a  modified  delineation  as  shown  in 
Figure  10. 


C-28   SOUTH  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Town  of  Edgartown-Conservation  Commission   (B-18) 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 


C-29   SQUIBNOCKET  COMPLEX 
COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


The  Martha's  Vineyard  Commission  (B-8) 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 
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MA- 29  NOMANS  LAND 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

MA- 31   SQUETEAGUE  HARBOR 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

Town  of  Bourne-Conservation  Commission  (B-Aa) 
Town  of  Bourne-Board  of  Selectmen  (B-Ab) 

STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

MA- 32  BASSETTS  ISLAND 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

Town  of  Bourne-Conservation  Commission  (B-Aa) 
Town  of  Bourne-Board  of  Selectmen   (B-Ab) 

STATE  POSITION 

— —  i 

Accept  as  proposed. 

A- 3 3   PHINNEYS  HARBOR 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

Town  of  Bourne-Conservation  Commission   (B-Aa) 
Town  of  Bourne-Board  of  Selectmen  (B-Ab) 

STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

MA- 3 A  LONG  BEACH  POINT 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

C-19A  BUZZARDS  BAY  COMPLEX 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  existing  unit. 
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MA- 35  PLANTING  ISLAND 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 


Accept  as  proposed. 

C-13A  WEST  SCONTICUT  NECK 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

C-31B  HARBOR  VIEW 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

MA- 36  ROUND  HILL 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

C-32   MISHUAM  POINT 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  existing  unit, 

C-33   LITTLE  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 
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C-34   HORSENECK  BEACH 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  proposed. 

C-3AA  CEDAR  COVE 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  existing  unit 

D-Ol   LITTLE  COMPTON  PONDS 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

None 
STATE  POSITION 

Accept  as  existing  unit 
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tHotun    of  ^asIipcB 

P.  O.  BOX   1108 
MASHPEE.  MA  02649 


April  26,  1985 


Mr.  Richard  Delaney,  Director 
Coastal  Zone  Management 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  Ma.   02202 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney, 

The  Board  of  Selectmen  on  April  24,  1985  voted  to  recommend  that  the  Congress 
of  United  States  accept  the  addition  of  25  undeveloped  coastal  barrier  beach  areas 
en  Cape  Cod  be  included  in  the  federal  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  System. 

Two  of  the  barrier  beach  areas,  Popponesset  Spit  and  Waquoit  Bay,  are  located 

in  the  Town  of  Mashpee. 


Very  truly  yours, 


~,, Thomas 

Bo^rd  of  Selectmen 


BOS/jm 

cc:   John  J.  Clarke,  CCPEDC  CZM  Coordinator 
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Priscilla  A.  Garlick 
John  S.  Carlson 


Nicola  A.  Barletta,  Chairman 


BOARD.OF  SELECTMEN 


ort 


P.  O.  Box  329 


MASSACHUSETTS^  966.0329 
TO  WNHb^riCe '  BUI  UlD  I NG 


Frederick  H.Tarr,  III 
Dana  V.  Woods 


Phone  546-6786 


April  30,  1985 


The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 

Attention:   Mr.  Richard  P.  Delaney,  Director 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

The  Rockport  Board  of  Selectmen  discussed  and  re- 
viewed your  correspondence  regarding  the  Coastal  Barriers 
Resources  Act. 

On  page  one  of  the  Indentification  Summary  we  find 
that  Good  Harbor  Beach  is  listed  as  being  in  Rockport. 
Please  change  your  records;  Good  Harbor  Beach  belongs 
to  Gloucester. 


REGOVED 

MAY    61985 

COASTAL  ZONE  MANAGEMENT 
Exec.  Office  of  tnviionneotsl  Mfans 


Sincerely  yours, 
BOARD  OP  SELECTMEN 


l&*^> 


(Mrs.)  Doris  Harris 
Administrative  Assistant 


dh 
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<yavKb  (onaineerina  and   {oonbfoaction  ^/Jiwbion 
20  Sfcmeaet  Street,  ^atfen/ C2/W 


May   1,    1985 


RECEIVED 


Mr.  Richard  Delaney,  Director 

Coastal  Zone  Management        MAY   6  $85 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street      .*.««..,  -,«*...  .  ..„ArUi>iit 

Boston,  MA  02202         ?^1  Z%L"!^!K! 

Exec.  Sfffes  sf  EiwirasRntf  Affairs 

RE:   Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act. 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

We  have  reviewed  the  proposed  coastal  barrier  areas  under  our  juris- 
diction which  are  to  be  included  in  the  new  inventory  and  determined  that 
exceptions  are  necessary. 

The  two  areas  include  the  Nahant  Tombolo  inventory  number  Ma.  07.   The 
portion  to  be  excluded  includes  the  Nahant  Causeway  and  Parking  area  of  the 
MDC's  Nahant  Beach  Reservation  extending  to  Little  Nahant.   This  area  is  under 
state  control  as  a  recreational  area  with  no  capital  development  potential. 
The  four  lane  parkway  serves  as  the  only  commuter  link  from  the  Town  of  Nahant 
(population  4,000)  to  the  City  of  Lynn.   Although  this  tombolo  is  a  barrier 
island  by  definition  it  has  been  isolated  from  its  natural  ecosystem  due  to 
area  development  since  colonial  days.   We  do  feel  that  the  adjacent  Lynn  Harbor 
should  remain  included  in  the  inventory. 

The  other  area  to  be  deleted  from  the  inventory  is  along  the  MDC's 
Wollaston  Beach  Reservation  in  Quincy,  in  the  area  designated  as  Ma.  10  in 
the  inventory.   The  portion  to  be  deleted  is  the  Quincy  Shore  Drive  Parkway 
portion  of  this  section  from  Fenno  Street  to  the  Blacks  Creek  outlet.  Again, 
we  feel  that  this  is  an  isolated  bay  barrier  in  the  highly  developed  City  of 
Quincy  and  serves  as  a  major  traffic  route  from  the  South  Shore  to  Boston. 
The" enclosed  Bay  Area  should  remain  as  part  of  the  inventory. 

Future  MDC  plans  in  either  area  consists  of  rehabilitation  or  improvements 
to  existing  structures,  roadways,  parking  areas  and  recreational  facilities  or 
the  protection  of  the  Dune  system  at  Nahant  Beach. 
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May  1,  1985 


The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  participated  in  historical  projects  and  reconnais- 
ance  studies  in  both  areas  and  their  assistance  is  most  critical  in  the 
protection  of  these  integral  urban  barrier  systems  in  a  highly  developed  urban 


area. 


If  you  have  any  questions  please  contact  Paul  DiPietro  of  my  staff 
at  727-6845. 


Sincerely, 


S   /' 


Richard  R.  Signore,  Director 
Parks  Engineering  &  Construction 


PJD/lt 

cc:   J.  Benoit,  CZM 

R.  Valinote,  MDC 

P.  DiPietro,  MDC 
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Town  of  Bourne 
CONSERVATION  COMMISSION 

24  Perry  Avenue 
BUZZARDS  BAY,  MASS  02532 


oeff  y 


May  8,1985 


Mr.  Richard  Delaney 
Director  CZM 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 


Dear  Mr.  Delaney i 


The  Commission  has  reviewed  the  Department  of  Interior's  Draft  Coastal 
Barrier  Inventory  listing  for  the  Town  of  Bourne.  We  wholeheartedly 
endorse  the  inclusion  of  MA  31 »  MA  32  and  MA  33  as  barriers  to  be  pro- 
tected under  PL  97-3^8. 

Please  call  us  if  we  can  be  of  any  further  assistance  to  you  regard- 
ing this  matter. 


cc. 

Jack  Clarke-CCEPDC 

Jeff  Benoit-CZM 


Sine er el 


Robert  M.  Gray 
Vice  Chairman 
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TOWN  OF  BOURNE       3 


ROBERT  W.  PARADY,  CHAIRMAN 
MARJE  i.  OLIVA 
JAMES  CrVILINSJCl 


BOARD  OF  SELECTMEN 

24  Perr)  Avenue 
BUZZARDS  BAY,  MASS.  02532 


TEL.    738-4466 


May   31,    1985 


Mr.  Richard  F.  Delaney,  Director 

Coastal  Zone  Management 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

RE:   Comments  regarding  possible   additions  on  deletions  of 
areas,  and  for  modifications  to  the  boundaries  of 
existing  units  to  the  Coastal  Barriers  Resources  Act 
(CBRA)  (PL97-348) 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

After  careful  review  of  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources 
System  Draft  Report  to  Congress;  available  maps  on  file  at 
the  CZM  Office  at  the  Cape  Cod  Planning  and  Economic 
Development  Commission  in  Barnstable;  and  after 
participating  in  regional  Coastal  Zone  Management  Advisory 
Committee  meetings,  the  Town  of  Bourne  would  like  to  submit 
the  following  comments  regarding  "possible  additions  or 
deletions  of  areas  and  for  modifications  to  the  boundaries 
of  existing  units  to  the  Coastal  Barriers  Resources  Act". 

Significant  areas  along  the  Buzzards  Bay  shoreline 
within  the  Town  of  Bourne  have  been  designated  as  possible 
additions  to  the  Act  (MA-33,  MA-32,  MA-31) .  Although  we  do 
not  anticipate  any  problems  with  these  designations,  we  do 
not  feel  that  the  inclusion  of  these  localized  areas  can  be 
properly  evaluated  based  on  the  available  information 
supplied  and  this  greatly  concerns  us.  The  maps  provided 
are  not  of  sufficient  detail  to  determine  proposed  or 
-existing  Coastal'  Barrier  Resources  Unit  boundaries.  In 
addition  to  legibility  and  scale  problems,  there  is  no  clear 
explanation  as  to  the  criteria  used  for  setting  individual 
unit  boundaries.  Although  review  of  the  text  and 
discussions  with  CZM  personnel  set  the  oceanward  extension 
of  these  units  to  the  30  foot  offshore  depth  contour, 
determination  of  the  landward  extension  of  these  units  can 
be  based  on  any  one,  or  some  combination  of  the  following: 

1.  unit  boundaries  may  be  delineated  by  vegetation, 

2.  unit  boundaries  may  be  delineated  by  the  10  foot 
contour  elevation, 
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3.  unit  boundaries  may  be  delineated  by  appropriate 
FEMA  floodplain  elevations,  and/or 

4.  unit  boundaries  may  be  delineated  by  a  specified 
horizontal  distance  from  Mean  High  Water,  i.e.  a 
mile. 


Obviously  the  difference  in  landward  unit  boundary 
delineation  using  these  different  criteria  is  significant 
and  could  result  in  presently  undetermined  legal  and 
financial  ramifications. 

Once  the  exact  unit  boundaries  are  known,  then  proper 
assessment  as  to  the  environmental,  economic  and  legal 
impact  of  these  new  designations  can  be  made.  Careful 
consideration  must  be  given  to  the  direct  benefits  provided 
from  the  non-development  of  these  coastal  resource  areas  in 
terms  of  community  impacts  resulting  from  the 
non-availability  of  federal  and/or  state  funding  restricted 
programs.   Funding  assistance  for  programs  relating  to: 

1.  harbor  dredging 

2.  water  main  installation  (208  Programs) 

3.  sewer  main  installation  (201  Programs) 

4.  individual  housing  and/or  improvements 
(FHA  loans,  veterans  loans,  etc.) 

5.  transportation  projects  (including  highway 
construction,  airport  facilities  expansion, 
etc. ) 

6.  federal  and/or  state  park  and  recreation 
planning  grants 

would  all  be  prohibited  if  such  programs  did  not  exist  or 
were  not  under  agreement  prior  to  1982. 

At  this  time,  the  Town  of  Bourne  feels  that  the  intent 
of  expanding  this  mapping  program  may  be  commendable; 
however,  we  do  not  feel  that  we  can  endorse  it  until  more 
detailed  information,  particularly  relating  to  the 
previously  addressed  mapping  boundary  delineation  problems, 
is  forthcoming.  We  would,  therefore,  strongly  urge  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  postpone  further  action  for 
modification  of  this  Act  until  the  necessary  information  is 
supplied  and  a  proper  review  period  for  additional  comments 
has  been  established. 

Sincerely, 


Shames  civilinski 


JC/ko 
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Cape  Cod  Coalition  or  Conservation  Commissions 

(The  5  C's) 


P.O.  BOX  701  (617)  362-6089  CAROL  M.  HUNTER 

DENNIS,  MASSACHUSETTS  02638  SECRETARY  -  TREASURER 

May  9,1985 

* 

Mr.  Richard  Delaney 
Director  CZM 
100  Cambridge  St. 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney t 

I  have  reviewed  for  the  5  C's  the  Department  of  Interior's  Draft 
Coastal  Barrier  Inventory  listing  for  the  Cape  Cod  and  Islands 
region.   The  Coalition  is  in  favor  of  adding  the  additional  areas 
to  those  already  protected  under  PL  97-3^8.   Individual  member 
Commissions  may  wish  to  make  comments  regarding  the  specific  areas 
proposed  for  inclusion  within  their  towns. 

The  Coalition  is  most  happy  to  see  that  some  very  important  barriers 
previously  excluded  are  now  candidates  for  inclusion,  if  the  5  C's 
can  be  of  any  further  assistance  to  you  please  feel  free  to  contact 
me. 

cc.  Sincerely, 

Jack  Clarke-CCEPDC  ^f  fj . 

Jeff  Benoit-CZM  Robert  M.  Gray 

Chairman 
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TOWN     OF     YARMOUTH 

1146  ROUTE  28  SOUTH  YARMOUTH  MASSACHUSETTS  02664 

Telephone  398-2231 

May  21,  1985 


BOARDS  OF 

SELECTMEN 
ASSESSORS 
-  HEALTH  - 

EXECUTIVE 
SECRETARY 


Mr.  Richard  F.  Delaney,  Director 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA   02202 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

The  Town  of  Yarmouth  received  your  letter  concerning  the 
Coastal  Barriers  Resources  Act  in  April  of  1985  and  we  are 
in  the  process  of  reviewing  this  material  and  preparing 
comments  for  your  use  in  preparing  the  state's  response  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  town  finds  it  will  need  additional  time  after  the  June  3, 
1985  date  in  order  to  finalize  its  reaction  and  comment  on 
this  legislation.   I  would  ask  that  the  town  be  allowed  until 
June  21,  1985  in  order  to  submit  its  comments  to  your  office. 
We  have  asked  the  Conservation  Commission,  Planning  Board, 
Water  Quality  Advisory  Committee,  and  Natural  Resources  Depart- 
ment to  review  the  material  as  it  impacts  all  of  the  above 
agencies.   The  town  is  concerned  that  the  legislation  prohibits 
federal  expenditures  for  assistance  in  improvements  to  roads, 
bridges,  boat  landings,  sewerage  systems,  etc.   There  is  a 
potential  for  a  major  impact  on  the  Town  of  Yarmouth  if  there 
are  not  modifications.   The  specifics  of  the  impacts  on  the 
town  will  be  forwarded  to  you  shortly. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  our  request  for  an  extension, 
In  any  event,  we  will  forward  our  response  and  comments  to  you 
as  soon  as  it  is  possible. 

Sincerely, 


Roberta.  Lawton,  Jr 
Executive  Secretary 


cc:   Mark  S.  Galkowski 


RCL/rd 
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TOWN     OF     YARMOUTH 


j^ssE^,— 


WATERWAYS  COMMITTEE 


SOUTH  YARMOUTH 


MASSACHUSETTS     02664 


August  6,   1985 


Hr.  Richard  F.  Delaney 
Director,  Executive  Office  of 

Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  KA    02202 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney, 

Reference  is  my  letter  to  you,  dated  June  21,  198$»  with  Inclosure, 
relating  to  our  deep  concerns  to  the  proposed  additions  to  the  Coastal  Barriers 
Resources  Act  (CBRA),  (F  197-3U8,  published  by  the  Department  of  Interior  (Dl)). 

As  was  pointed  out  in  the  above  reference,  the  Town  of  Yarmouth  feels 
strongly  that  these  requested  modifications  are  reasonable  and  in  keeping  with 
the  intent  of  the  CBRA.  Further  study  has  been  made;  and  the  following  addi- 
tional comments  are  submitted  for  your  consideration  and  approval. 

1,  Bass  River,  Request  it  be  exempt,  to  include  development,  beach  areas, 
marine  construction,  shore- front  facilities  and  future  improvements.  It  is  a 
veil-known  and  widely-used  waterway  and  is  currently  used  for  navigation  purposes 
by  clients  of  three  major  marinas.  It  also  has  twenty-five  public  ways  to  the 
water,  five  public  ramps  (two  improved,  three  unimproved),  multiple  public  rights- 
of-ways  plus  numerous  private  -docks  and  boat-access  approaches.  The  channel  has 
been  maintained  with  intermittant  dredging  based  upon  need  and/or  available 
funding. 

From  the  standpoint  of  small-boat  safety,  Base  River  is  one  of  the  most 
significant  refuges  east  of  Hyannis  and  west  of  Stage  Harbor,  Chatham,  in  the 
event  of  sudden  bad  weather. 

In  addition  to  intensive  private  boat  usage,  commercial  fisherman  consider 
Bass  River  as  "Home  Port1*  for  some  8-10  months  of  the  year.  Partial  fishing 
returns  for  1985  show  some  90,000  pounds  of  sea  bass  (167, 750 )  and  148, 000  pounds 
of  conch  ($1U,000).  Other  catches  include  cod,  lobster,  blues,  halibut,  flounder, 
eels,  goosefish,  etc.  For  198U»  commercial  fisheries  of  soft-shell  clams  was 
some  $200,000. 

Family  estimated  values  of  soft-shell  clams  are  $10,000  and  quahogs  are 
$50,000. 

The  growth  of  boating  on  Bass  River  has  been  tremendous.  Inclosure, 
August  2,  1985  letter  from  Ship  Shops,  Inc.,  provides  details  on  this  most 
graphic  increase. 
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2.  Parkers  River.  Request  it  be  exempt.  Much  of  what  has  been  said  for 
Bass  River  can  be  said  for  Parkers  River.  The  river  channel  was  originally 
dredged  during  1957-1958*  The  mouth  was  maintenance  dredged  in  198U*  There  is 
an  existing  marina  near  Route  28  and  many  private  docks  along  the  river.  The 
town  is  working  on  plans  for  a  public  marina  on  the  site  of  the  present  Yarmouth 
Drive-In  theatre. 

3.  Lewis  Bay.  Request  the  following  cited  areas  be  excluded.  Much  of  what 
has  been  said  of  Bass  River  can  also  be  said  of  Lewis  Bay.  It  has  a  Federally 
maintained  channel  which  was  just  recently  maintenance  dredged.  The  amount  of 
large-boat  traffic,  which  has  increased  in  both  size  and  number  since  1973*  has 
caused  the  Town  of  Yarmouth  to  consider  in  the  future^  opening  and  maintaining 
the  old  Eyannis  channel  around  Egg  Island  to  allow  smaller  vessels  safer  passage 
into  Lewis  Bay.  Along  with  this,  the  Town  of  Yarmouth  and  Barnstable  have  been 
considering  expanding  the  Egg  Island  moorage.  The  size  of  boats  transitting 

the  Hyannis  Inner  Harbor  has  caused  the  available  mooring  space  to  diminish 
dramatically.  In  concert  with  this  moorage.  Yarmouth  would  like  to  maintain  the 
channel  originally  dredged  by  the  Division  of  Waterways  about  1937*  connecting 
the  Englewood  moorage  and  the  Pine  Island  Creek  moorage  to  the  main  channel. 
In  1966,  the  State  Division  of  Waterways,  in  cooperation  with  Yarmouth,  dredged 
the  Colonial  Acres  Area.  The  "old"  Colonial  Acres*  channel  was  maintenance 
dredged  in  1983. 

All  these  areas  should  continue  for  the  same  reasons  previously  mentioned. 

1*.  Two  Areas  on  the  North  Side  of  Yarmouth.  Bass  Hole  and  Shortwharf  Creek 
should  be  exempt.  These  are  historical  landings.  Yarmouth  presently  maintains 
a  small  marina  at  Gray's  Beach. 

I  understand  Dennis  will  request  Old  Field  channel  and  Weir  Creek  be  excluded. 
We  fully  support  such  a  proposal. 

Because  of  the  long-range  implications  of  the  proposed  DI  study,  to  the 
town' 8  waterways  it  is  further  requested  that  we  meet  with  you,  to  include  an 
on-site  tour  with  our  Harbormaster,  Jack  Silver,  at  your  earliest  convenience. 
I  can  be  reached  at  398-2231* 

Your  early  response  will  be  appreciated,  particularly  in  view  of  the 
September  30th  dealine  for  comments  imposed  by  the  DI. 

Sincerely, 


Robert <$•  Lawton,  Jr. 
Executive  Secretary 


Incl:  Ship  Shop  ltr  Aug  2,' 85 
cct  Town  of  Dennis  (Mr.  Young) 
Mark  Galkowski 
State  Senator  Paul  Doane 
State  Representative  Henri  Rauchenback 
Conservation  Committee 
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Pleasant  Street,  Bass  River,  Massachusetts 


ALLAN  L.  PRIDDY,  JR. 
President  &  General  Manager 


RICHARD  E.  LINCOLN 
Treasurer 


S.  STANTON  DELAND,  JR. 
Cleric 


Tel.  EXeter  8-2256 
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The  Center  for  Coastal  Studies 

A  Private  Non-Profit  Organization  for  Research  and  Education  in  the  Coastal  Environment 
59  COMMERCIAL  STREET  *  BOX  826  •  PROVINCETOWN  *  MASSACHUSETTS  02657  *  (617)  487.3622 


24  May  1985 


Jeff  Benoit 

Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management 

100  Cambridge  St 

Boston,  MA    02202 


Dear  Jeff: 

Dr  Graham  Giese,  our  adjunct  senior  scientest  has  not  had  an 
opportunity  to  review  the  0CZM  letter  of  19  April  85  which 
requests  inputs  regarding  the  Department  of  Interior  Draft 
Coastal  Barrier  Inventory   (Provincetown  &  Truro  quads). 

An  interim  look  at  the  copy  of  the  photocopy  of  the  Provincetown 
quadrangle  on  which  the  solid  line  boundary  is  depicted  leaves 
much  to  be  desired.  I  question 

(a)  which  side  of  the  solid  line  ?  It  looks  like  the  line  in  the 
west  end  of  town  hooks  around  some  of  the  private  property  which 
is  already  built  up,  but  the  quality  of  the  scaled  down  quad  does 
not  give  the  viewer  an  accurate  portrayal  of  the  incursion  . 


What  are  the  chances  of  the  Dept  of  Interior  providing  full  scale 
quads  of  the  boundaries? 


Sincerely, 
Charles  Westcott 


CW:cw 
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THE  MARTHA'S  VINEYARD   COMMISSION 

1974  m  1984 


S™™BOX  1447 
H^OAK  BLUFFS 
MASSACHUSETTS 
;02557 


May    27,    1985 


Mr.  Jeff  Benoit 
Coastal  Zone  Management 
100  Cambridge  St. 
Boston,  MA   02202 

Dear  Jeff: 

I  have  reviewed  the  draft  maps  of  areas  under  consideration  for 
inclusion  in  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  System. 

The  expanded  definition  of  associated  aquatic  habitat,  including 
lagoons,  estuaries,  coves,  inlets  and  nearshore  waters,  indeed 
adds  increasing  protection  behind  coastal  barriers.   I  do  not 
foresee  the  new  expenditure  of  federal  monies  in  these  areas,  so 
in  this  respect,  management /maintenance  would  remain  the  same. 

There  appears  to  be  support  for  including  "otherwise  protected" 
coastal  barriers  within  the  proposed  resources  system.   Basically, 
this  is  viewed  as  additional  protection  from  future  private 
development. 

I  have  enclosed  for  your  review,  a  copy  of  Gay  Head's  Tax 
Assessor  Map  with  the  proposed  complex  delineated:   Boundaries 
are  approximate,  but  it  appears  that  the  total  fastland  equals 
70  acres,  with  8  structures,  equalling  8.75  acres  per  structure. 
This  does  fall  above  the  threshold  of  less  than  1  structure  per 
5  acres,  and  could  be  classified  as  undeveloped.  However,  in  all 
fairness  to  existing  structures,  your  office  should  re-examine 
this  area  more  precisely  and  determine  if  it  should  be  included 
in  the  C-29  proposal.   The  town  boards  opinions  are  mixed  on  this 
inclusion,  so  your  ruling  would  be  beneficial. 

If  I  can  be  of  further  assistance  in  this  matter  please  call  me. 


Carol  Borer 

Coastal  Zone  Planner 

CB/phd 
enclosure 
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Motrin  of  $robincetoton 

MASSACHUSETTS  02657 
(61 7)  487-3900 


May  30,  1985 


Mr.  Frank  B.  McGilvery 

Coastal  Barriers  Resource  Coordinator 

Coastal  Barriers  Study  Group 

National  Park  Service  498 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Dear  Mr 0  McGilvery: 
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rm  you  that  the  Provincetown  Planning  Board  is 
sal  to  designate  extensive  land  area  within  the 

as  an  "undeveloped  coastal  barrier  resource 
nderstanding  that  the  Department  of  Interior  will 
ngress  that  almost  80%  of  the  land  area  within 
gnated  as  an  "undeveloped  coastal  barrier  resource 
s  designation  would  restrict  the  amount  of  federal 
to  the  Town  for  facilities  in  these  areas  as  well 
of  assistance  available  to  private  property  owners 


We  are  outraged  that  the  Department  of  Interior  would  propose  this 
designation,  impacting  80%  of  the  land  area,  without  consulting  with 
Town  Officials  or  property  owners  directly  impacted  by  this  designation 
In  addition,  we  are  alarmed  that  the  Department  of  Interior  would 
propose  to  designate  areas  within  the  Town  without  submitting  to  Local, 
County  or  even  State  Officials  proper  maps  to  ascertain  the  location 
of  the  boundaries  of  these  areas.  With  such  poor  information  available 
it  is  useless  to  solicit  public  comments. 
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review  of  the  maps  it  appears  that  some  areas  included 
ed  areas  are  in  fact  developed  and  may  not  even  meet  the 
nterior's  criteria  for  designation.  In  addition  to  the 
ed  areas,  our  airport,  solid  waste  and  wastewater  disposal 
ar  to  be  in  the  designated  areas.  Federal  funding  is  a 
financial  resource  for  the  future  development  of  these 
so  important  to  note  that  the  Cape  Cod  National  Seashore 
f  facilities  included  within  the  boundary.  If  these 
t  be  expanded  in  the  future  we  are  concerned  that  this 
tional  demands  for  Town  facilities. 


The  concerns  outlined  above  were  reinforced  at  a  Public  Hearing  held  on 

(more ) 
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Mr..  Frank  B.  McGilvery 

Page  2. 

May  30,  1985 

May  29,  1985  by  the  Provincetown  Planning  Board.  Based  upon  the  testimony 
given  at  the  Public  Hearing  by  citizens  and  Town  Officials  we  believe 
that  we  have  no  choice  but  to  express  our  opposition  to  this  designation. 
It  is  important  for  you  to  know  that  the  Town  supports  further  protection 
of  undeveloped  coastal  barrier  resources  but  it  appears  that  this  is  not 
entirely  the  case  with  respect  to  Provincetown. 

Should  the  Department  of  Interior  not  be  able  to  provide  the  Town  with 
better  information  which  defines  with  greater  precision  the  boundary  of 
the  proposed  "undeveloped  coastal  barrier  resource  system"  and  is  unable 
to  respond  to  our  other  concerns  then  we  would  request  that  the  comment 
period  be  extended  until  such  time  as  these  matters  can  be  addressed. 

Should  you  have  any  questions  feel  free  to  contact  us. 

Sincerely , 

Alix  Ritchie ,  Chairman 
Provincetown  Planning  Board 

mrf 

cc:  Board  of  Selectmen 
Town  Manager 
Senator  Kennedy 
Senator  Kerry 
Congressman  Studds 
Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management  Office 
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(617)  487-4010 


June   1,    1985 


Mr.  Richard  F.  Delaney 

Director 

Coastal  Zone  Management 

The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

In  response  to  the  Department  of  Interior's  proposal  to  designate  a  considerable 
land  area  in  Provincetown  as  a  "Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System",  please  note 
that  the  proposed  area  includes  residential  use.   Several  of  these  properties 
are  determined  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  as  contributing  elements  to  the  Provincetown  Historic  District. 

-One  of -the  first  summer  resort  camps  in  the  country,  Delft  Haven 
is  located  on  Commercial  Street. 

-Concentrated  on  Point  and  Soper  Streets  are  properties  that  were  part 
of  the  original  fishing  settlement  at  Long  Point.   These  structures 
were  floated  over  to  their  present  location  in  the  mid  1800' s. 

-Designed  by  Walter  Gropius,  the  Ma^chione-  house  at  2  Commercial  Street 
is  not  a  historical  property,  but  definitely  architecturally  signifi- 
cant. 

As  a  recipient  of  a  Massachusetts  Small  Cities  Block  Grant,  the  Town  offers  fi- 
nancial assistance  to  homeowners  to  upgrade  and  repair  their  dwellings.   Although 
we  are  in  the  formative  stages  of  the  Program's  implementation,  assistance  has 
already  been  provided  to  one  property  within  this  area. 

We  recognize  the  critical  need  for  long  range  coastal  management  and  planning. 
However,  this  proposal  would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  properties  located 
within  this  area.   We,  therefore,  recommend  that  the  proposed  boundaries  be 
revised  to  exclude  all  residential  use. 


Sincerely, 


?dUf- 


Florrie  Povirk 
Program  Manager 

cc:   Mark  Forest 
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Gtoton  of  $robincetoton 

MASSACHUSETTS  02657 
(617)  487-3900 


Mr.  Frank  B»  McGilvery 

Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Coordinator 

Coastal  Barriers  Study  Group 

National  Park  Service  498 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  McGilvery: 


I  am  writing  to  provide  some  initial  comments  and  observations  with 
respect  to  the  Department  of  Interior's  proposal  to  designate  areas 
within  the  Town  of  Provincetown  as  part  of  a  Coastal  Barrier  Resource 
Systea.  The  comments  are  not  meant  as  final  or  comprehensive  but  are 
rather  an  initial  response  based  upon  the  the  brief  comment  period  and 
the  peer  quality  of  the  maps  which  define  the  boundary  of  this  new  area. 
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1  loss  of  federal  assistance  in  these  areas  will  have  serious 
he  community.  At  a  Public  Hearing  held  on  May  29  by  the 

Planning  Board  many  Town  Officials  and  citizens  expressed 
ition  to  the  proposal  and  urged  the  Town  Manager's  Office  to 
immediately.  We  urge  you  to  review  the  proposal  as  it  relates 
own  because  it  appears  to  go  far  beyond  the  protection  of 
coastal  resources.  Should  you  have  any  questions  feel  free 
e . 


Assistast 


the  Town  Manager 


cc 


Beard  of  Selectmen 

Te«rr.  Manager 

Flitti ng  Beard 

*«r.ator  Kennedy 

Jt:iror  Kerry 

Ccr.gessman  Studds 

Massachusetts    Coa^  ^^  ^  jj  fc  j^j^^ 


Zen*    Managerae: 


K>70 


,—  ,-.,       ,J.;.    .....J^, 


B-9b 


' 


Gftiton  of  $robincetoton 


MASSACHUSETTS  02657 
(61 7)  487-3900 


July  1,  1985 


Mr.  Richard  F.  Delaney,  Director 
Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management  Office 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  Ma.  02202 

Re:   Coastal  Barrier  Resources  System 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

As  you  know,  the  Town  of  Provincetown  is  extremely  concerned  about  the 
Department  of  Interior's  proposal  to  classify  approximately  80  per  cent 
of  the  Town's  land  area  as  a  "coastal  barrier  resource  system".   The 
proposed  designation,  if  eventually  endorsed  by  Congress,  would  severely 
restrict  Federal  expenditures  in  these  areas  in  accordance  with  Public 
Law  97-348.   Over  the  past  six  weeks  we  have  spent  considerable  time 
reviewing  this  proposal  and  appreciate  the  efforts  of  your  staff  in 
assisting  us.   Our  review  process  has  included  a  public  hearing  and 
several  public  meetings.  We  have  solicited  comments  from  all  Commissions, 
Committees  and  officers  of  the  Town  and  submit  to  you  the  following 
concerns : 


1.  Administration  of  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System  Program: 
It  is  obvious  that  the  lack  of  sufficient  funding  and  staffing  to  admin- 
ister this  program  has  resulted  in  maps  which  poorly  define  the  boundaries 
of  areas  proposed  for  inclusion  within  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System. 
The  boundaries  on  the  Provincetown  maps  are  not  referenced  to  topography, 
elevations  or  other  benchmarks  making  it  extremely  difficult  to  precisely 
define  the  location  of  the  proposed  Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System  for 
Provincetown.   In  addition,  the  Provincetown  maps  inappropriately  include 
developed  areas  of  the  Town  such  as  the  "West  End",  Sanitary  Landfill  and 
our  Airport.   Similar  mistakes  may  exist  in  defining  areas  in  other  locations, 
We  would  suggest  that  instead  of  shifting  the  responsibility  of  properly 
mapping  these  areas  to  State  and  Local  officials,  the  Department  of  Interior 
extend  the  comment  period  and  obtain  sufficient  funds  to  properly  define  the 
new  Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System  areas.   Once  this  has  been  completed  the 
appropriate  State  and  Local  officials  should  be  given  the  opportunity  to 
review  and  comment. 
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2.   Applicability  of  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System  to  Province town; , 
The  regulations  associated  with  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act  presumes 
that  most  development  in  these  designated  areas  is  inappropriate.   We  seriously 
question  how  the  Department  of  Interior  could  presume  that  the  development  of 
water  supplies  and  water  mains,  improvements  to  Airport  facilities  and  Sani- 
tary Landfills  with  federal  funds  automatically  threatens  these  areas.   Rather 
than  completely  prohibiting  the  use  of  certain  Federal  funds  in  these  areas, 
it  would  be  more  prudent  to  condition  the  use  of  these  funds  so  that  Coastal 
Barrier  Resource  areas  are  not  threatened.   It  should  be  the  burden  of  the 
applicant  or  potential  user  of  Federal  assistance  to  demonstrate  that  devel- 
opment is  consistent  with  the  intent  of  Public  Law  97-348.   We  would  recom- 
mend that  an  appropriate  agency  within  the  Department  of  Interior,  rather  than 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  be  assigned  a  review  responsibility. 

Given  the  fact  that  the  Department  of  Interior's  proposal  for  Provincetown 
includes  all  the  property  now  under  the  management  and  control  of  he  Cape 
Cod  National  Seashore  we  doubt  that  any  development  in  this  area  could  be 
undertaken  in  a  manner  which  threatens  fish,  wildlife  and  other  natural 
resources  associated  with  coastal  barriers.   It  is  our  opinion  that  adequate 
development  control  already  exists.   Further,  it  is  our  understanding  that 
Congress  has  restrictions  which  prohibit  inclusion  of  so  called  "protected 
areas"  from  being  considered  as  part  of  designated  Coastal  Barrier  Resource  ;: 
Systems.   It  would  appear  that  the  Cape  Cod  National  Seashore,  in  existence 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  protecting  the  natural  resources  of  the  outer  Cape, 
should  be  considered  as  a  "protected  area"  and  not  be  included  within  the 
Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System. 

In  addition  to  submitting  these  comments,  we  have  been  asked  by  the  Department 
of  Interior  and  your  staff  to  develop  our  own  proposal.   Assuming  that  the 
concerns  above  can't  be  addressed,  we  have  attached  a  map  outlining  the 
developed  areas  in  Provincetown  which  should  be  deleted  from  the  Department 
of  Interior's  proposal.   In  addition  to  the  proposed  deletions,  we  have 
included  the  Duck  Pond  area.   We  have  also  included  the  comments  of  the 
Airport  Commission  and  Mr.  Richard  LeBlond. 

The  Town  of  Provincetown  supports  the  intent  of  Public  Law  97-348  to 
"minimize  the  loss  of  human  life,  wildlife  and  other  natural  resources 
associated  with  coastal  barriers".   We  recognize  the  need  to  discourage 
inapproporate  development  in  these  important  areas  and  the  importance  of 
establishing  a  public  policy  to  address  this  issue.   However,  we  believe 
that  the  proposed  methods  concerning  Provincetown  are  poorly  conceived  and 
may,  in  fact,  create  more  problems. 


JMJ/MRF/jd 
CC: 


Board  of  Selectmen 
Planning  Board 
Airport  Commission 


Sincerely, 


/ 


James  M 


efp'ers 


**/ 


Town  Mariage'r' 
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(617)  487-3900 


To:    Director  of  Coastal  Zone  Management 

From:   Provincetown  Airport  Commission 

Date:   July  1,  1985 

Subject:   Response  to  proposed  Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System 


The  Provincetown  Airport  Commission  is  concerned  about  the  impact  of 
the  C.  B.  R.  S.  proposal  and  wishes  to  go  on  record  as  clearly  as  possible 
to  support  modifications  and  changes  in  the  Act. 

We  believe  the  C.  B.  R.  S.  as  it  stands  now  seriously  affects  our 
financial  stability  and  continued  existence. 

The  Provincetown  Airport  exists  now  almost  wholly  dependent  on  Federal 
funds  for  improvements,  navigation  and  safety  aids  and  major  maintenance. 
The  projects  are  90  per  cent  supported  by  a  Federal  tax  on  aviation  fuel 
under  the  Airport  Improvement  Program  (A.  I.  P.)  administered  by  the  F.  A.  i 

In  the  past  few  years  we  have  used  A.  I.  P.  funds  to  install  an 
instrument  landing  system,  repave  the  airport,  widen  the  taxiway  and 
improve  parking  for  visiting  aircraft.   Our  application  is  now  on  file  to 
repave  the  runway  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $500,000.00. 

The  airport  is  located  within  the  Cape  Cod  National  Seashore.  All 
improvement  projects  are  subject  to  approval  by  the  National  Park  Service 
and  the  Seashore  Advisory  Commission. 

Provincetown-Boston  Airlines  has  provided  year-round  service  to  this 
isolated  community  for  35  years,  becoming  an  important  business  and  medical 
alternative  to  the  160-mile  drive  to  Boston. 

Our  concerns  are: 

That  while  the  Act  seems  to  allow  maintanence  to  continue 
in  the  coastal  barrier  area  under  Section  6,  Airport  and 
F.  A.  A.  funding  are  more  specifically  disallowed  in  the 
section  headed  financial  assistance. 

That  a  strict  Interpretation  of  .this  section  would  jeopardize 
some  projects  where  the  distinction  between  maintenance  and 
expansion  is  not  clear  and  where  an  airport  needs  the  flexibil- 
ity to  plan  for  new  types  of  aircraft  and  up-dated  navigational 
and  safety  installations. 
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That  the  Act  would  impose  an  economic  limitation  on  the  region 
dependent  on  a  tourist  economy.   Provincetown-Boston  Airlines 
carried  A3, 760  passengers  in  and  out  of  Provincetown  in  the 
year  ending  July,  1984. 

Lead  time  on  grant  approval  by  a  further  45  days  (Section  III, 
Consultation  Process)  would  be  an  administrative  constraint  and 
tend  to  defer  projects  to  other  airports. 

Without  complete  access  to  Federal  funds,  ie.,  for  both  main- 
tenance and  expansion,  Provincetown  Airport  would  not  enjoy  the 
full  benefits,  as  do  other  airports,  of  the  A.  I.  P.  program 
and  be  at  a  discriminating  disadvantage. 

We  emphasize  the  importance  of  our  airport  in  the  economy  of  the  lower 
Cape  and  its  vital  emergency  medical  link  to  Boston.  We  fee  the  exceptions 
in  Section  6  are  not  sufficiently  clear  to  cover  our  airport,  and  leave  our 
future  vague  and  subject  to  adverse  interpretation. 

The  Provincetown  Airport  Commission  recommends  first  that  the  Coastal 
Barrier  line  be  changed  to  exclude  the  airport  and  dike  at  Hatches  Harbor 
and  alternately  that  specific  exemptions  be  written  to  allow  us  the 
flexibility  to  continue  as  now  with  the  limitation  of  the  National  Park 
Service  but  free  to  compete  for  F.  A.  A.  funds. 


Sidney  Bamford,  Chairman 
Provincetown  Airport  Coram. 


SBjd 
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PROV1NCETOWN  CONSERVATION  TRUST 

P.O.  Box  307  •  Provincetown,  Massachusetts  02657 
June  14,    1985 


Alix  Ritchie,  Chairman 

Planning  Board 

Town  of  Province town 


Regarding:  Inclusion  of  wetland  area  known  as  Jimmy's 
Pond  in  federal  barrier  beach  designation 


TRUSTEES 

Richard  LeBlond 

Presiden  I 

Ruth  Hiebrri 

Clerk 

Munro  Moore 
Treasurer 

Dorothy  Cook 

Philip  Alexander 

Heiton  Vorte 

Frank  Corbin 

Wailam  Filtt 

Rotryn  Garfield 

Sidney  Bamford 

Conrad  Malicoat 

COUNSEL 
Peter  Dow  Campbell  III 

SCIENTIFIC  ADVISORS 

Barbara  Mayo 

Charles  Mayo  III 

Graham  Giese 

Associate  Scientists 


Provincetown 
Center  for  Coastal  Studies 

Herbert  E.  Whitlock 
Association  for  the 
Preservation  of  Cape  Cod 

The  area  indicated  in  red  on  the  attached  map  shows  the*NDusE consultants 
extent  of  what  remains  of  a  wetland  area  locally  known  The N»,ure co-»™ncv 
as  "Jimmy's  Pond,"  and  bounded  by  Route  6  on  the  north,  c^c^m™ 
Howland  Street  on  the  east,  and  Harry  Kemp  Way  on  the  ^^SSSS 
south.  The  wetlands  can  be  closely  defined  by  the  six-  D«etoPm«t &*»*«./«. 
foot  elevation  contour  found  on  topographic  maps  maintained 
by  the  Provincetown  Assessor's  Office. 

The  wildlife  values  of  this  system  make  it  one  of  the  most 
significant  wetland  habitats  on  the  Outer  Gape,  and  on  any 
>arrier  svstem  in  New  England. 


barrier  system  in  New  England, 


Six  orchid  species  are  found  here:  Pogonia  ophioglossoides, 
Calopogon  pulchellus,  Spiranthes  cernua,  Plantanthera  lac era, 
LiT)ari3  loeselii  and  Cypripediura  acaule.  This  is  the  greatest 
concentration  of  orchid  species  in  a  single  habitat  known  on 
the  Outer  Cape,  and  possibly  the  greatest  concentration  on  a 
barrier  beach  system  anywhere.  The  population  of  Liparis 
loeselii,  or  Bog  Twayblade,  comprising  about  175  plants  in  a 
6'  by  10'  area,  is  the  only  currently  known  occurrence  of 
this  species  in  southeastern  Massachusetts,  and  the  largest 
in  the  state  (pers.  comm.,  Bruce  Sorrie,  Massachusetts 
Natural  Heritage  Program  (MNHP) ) . 

Jimmy's  Pond  is  also  the  site  of  the  largest  of  the  three 
Provincetown  populations  of  the  sedge  Carex  ollgosperma,  now 
known  from  nowhere  else  in  Massachusetts,  and  officially 
listed  as  "threatened"  on  the  nRare  Native  Plants  of  Massa- 
chusetts" list  (1985)  maintained  by  MNHP.  Another  state 
listed  rare  speoies,  Corema  conradli,  occurs  on  adjacent 
upland  about  50  feet  from  the  edge  of  this  wetland. 

The  Jimmy's  Pond  system  is  composed  of  a  variety  of  habitats 
and  plant  communities,  including  quaking  bog,  oranberry  bog, 
marsh,  meadow,  shrub  and  tree  swamp,  and  two  small  ponds.  This 
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wetland  is  an  important  breeding  habitat  Tor  amphibians  and 
turtles,  a  consideration  of  increasing  importance  as  more  and 
more  small  local  wetlands  are  filled. 

Portions  of  this  habitat  are  owned  by  the  Town,  the  state  (the 
Route  6  right-of-way),  the  Provincetown  Conservation  Trust, 
corporations,  and  by  private  citizens.  Inclusion  in  the  barrier 
beach  legislation  will  bring  an  additional  layer  of  protection 
to  this  significant,  threatened  and  possibly  unique  coastal 
habitat. 


Sincerely, 


Richard  LeBlond 
President 


June  14,  1985 


- 
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Board  of  Selectmen  Planning  Board,  Provincetown 
Mass.  office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management 
U.S.  Fish  f  Wildlife  Service 

Recommended  boundary  change  (addition)  of  area  to  be  included 
on  the  Provincetown  peninsula  for  proposed  additions  to  the 
Barrier  Beaches  Act. 

I  recommend  that  consideration  be  given  to  extending  the 
proposed  boundary  to  include  the  wetlands  that  occur  between 
Clapps  Pond  and  Duck  Pond,  and  between  Route  6  and  the  National 
Seashore  boundary  (outlined  in  red  on  the  attached  map).  Most 
if  not  all  of  this  land  is  owned  by  the  Town  of  Provincetown 
and  is  zoned  for  municipal  uses. 

This  wetland  complex  contains  several  significant  features, 
the  most  prominent  of  which  are  two  small  but  "classic" 
quaking  bogs.  By  including  this  area  along  with  the  already- 
proposed  Shank  Painter  Pond,  Clapps  Pond  and  Jimmy's  Pond 
areas,  additional  protection  will  be  provided  to  the  total 
known  extent  of  several  Provincetovm  plant  species  found 
nowhere  else  on  the  Outer  Cape,  and  in  some  cases  on  Cape 
Cod.  One  species  occurs  nowhere  else  in  the  state. 

Significant  species  <MttM  in  this  proposed  addition 
include: 

Pitcher  Plant  (Sarracenia  purpurea) ,  an  insectivorous  plant 
restricted  to  Provinceto>7n  on^  the  Outer  Cape; 

Dwarf  Cranberry  (Vaccinium  oxycoccos) ,  found  nowhere  else 
on  Cape  Cod;  . 

Bogbean  (Menyanthes  trifoliata  var.  minor),  found  nowhere 
else  on  the  Outer  Cape  outside  of  Provincetown; 

Few-flowered  sedge  (Carex  oligosperma) ,  found  here  and  at 
two  other  sites  in  Provincetown,  the  three  sites  representing 
the  only  known  occurrence  of  the  species  in  Massachusetts. 
Few-flowered  sedge  is  currently- on  the  "threatened"  list 
maintained  by  the  Mass.  Natural  Heritage  Program,  Division 
o_f  Fisheries  &  Wildlife. 

Inclusion  of  this  area  will  not  only  bring  additional 

protection  to  these  species  and  bogs,  but  also  to  three 

orchid  species  and  at  least  five  additional  insectivorous 
and  carnivorous  plants. 

Respectfully  submitted, 


>  i 


"Richard  1/eBlond 
Box  867 
Provincetown,    MA  02657 
June   26,    1985 
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MASSACHUSETTS  02657 
(617)  487-3900 

July  5,  1985 

Mr.  Richard  R.  Delaney,  Director 
Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management  Office 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA   02202 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

The  Board  of  Selectmen  wishes  to  convey  its  concerns  about  the 
Department  of  Interior's  proposal  to  classify  approximately  eighty 
percent  of  the  Town's  land  as  a  "coastal  barrier  resource  system." 

Firstly,  the  Board  strongly  objects  to  the  faulty  maps  which  were 
presented  which  did  not  accurately  reflect  those  areas  under  consi- 
deration.  Developed  areas  were  incorrectly  included;  should  any 
of  these  areas  ever  be  designated  as  part  of  a  coastal  barrier  re- 
source system,  no  plans  of  any  kind  were  presented  for  financial 
remuneration  to  those  persons  owning  property  within  these  boundaries 
The  Board  also  objects  that  correctly  drawn  maps  were  not  available 
for  review  before  the  time  period  for  public  input  had  closed. 

Secondly,  the  Board  notes  that  the  Pamet  River  area  in  Truro  was 
included  on  the  maps  as  a  coastal  barrier  beach.   This  area  cannot 
properly  be  called  a  "beach."   However,  more  importantly,  the  Town 
of  Provincetown  most  likely  will  be  forced  to  seek  another  water 
source  in  the  future.   In  the  past,  the  Town  of  Truro  has  filed 
legislation  in  an  attempt  to  prevent  the  Town  of  Provincetown  from 
taking  water  from  Truro.   This  threat  still  remains.   Therefore 
there  exists  the  very  real  possibility  that  Provincetown  may  need 
to  cross  the  Pamet  River  in  order  to  draw  on  water  sources  in  South 
Truro.   Should  the  Pamet  River  area  be  designated  as  "coastal 
barrier  beach"  then  no  federal  assistance  would  be  available  to 
Provincetown  to  implement  this  very  costly  venture. 

The  Board  of  Selectmen  strongly  regrets  that  faulty  information 
was  presented  and  hopes  that  corrections  will  be  made  both  to  the 
maps  and  in  the  over-all  plan  for  coastal  zone  management  in  this 
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MASSACHUSETTS  02657 
(617)  487-3900 

area.   The  Board  wishes  to  be  informed  of  all  developments  and 
offers  its  assistance  in  formulating  workable  boundaries  for  both 
the  Town's  survival  and  for  the  protection  of  the  very  fragile 
coastal  zone. 


Sincerely, 


MaryVJo  Avellar,  Chairman 
Board  of  Selectmen 


cc:   Congressman  Gerry  Studds 

Town  Manager  James  Jeffers 
Planning  Board  Chairman  Alix  Ritchie 
Airport  Commission  Chairman  Sidney  Bamford 
Board  of  Selectmen 
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DUXBURY  BEACH  RESERVATION,  INC. 

P.O.  Box  234 

Duxbury,  Mass.  02331 


May  30,   1985 

Mr.  Richard  F.  Delaney 

Director 

Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management  Office 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 

Re:   Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act,  PL  97-3^8 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

This  letter  is  to  express  the  support  of  Duxbury  Beach 
Reservation,  Inc.  ("Reservation")  for  the  proposed  des- 
ignation of  substantially  all  of  Duxbury  Beach  and  cer- 
tain undeveloped  areas  of  Saquish  and  Plymouth  Beaches 
and  all  of  Duxbury,  Kingston  and  Plymouth  Bays,  as  part 
of  the  federal  Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System. 

As  you  know,  Reservation  is  a  Massachusetts  charitable 
corporation  which  together  with  its  predecessor  Duxbury 
Beach  Association,  has  owned  and  operated  Duxbury  Beach 
and  portions  of  Saquish  Beach  for  the  public  benefit  of 
the  citizens  of  Duxbury  and  all  of  southeastern  Massa- 
chusetts for  over  sixty-five  years. 

The  purposes  of  Reservation  are:  (1)  to  preserve  Duxbury 
Beach  in  the  Town  of  Duxbury  and  portions  of  Saquish  Beach 
in  the  Town  of  Plymouth  in  their  natural  state  as  envir- 
onmental assets  of  the  Commonwealth  and  as  barrier  beaches 
for  the  protection  of  the  Towns  of  Duxbury,  Kingston  and 
Plymouth;  and  (2)  to  provide  for  the  people  of  Duxbury 
and  the  general  public,  a  public  recreational  beach  and 
related  facilities,  in  a  manner  consistent  with  Reserv- 
ation's primary  ecological  objective. 

Reservation's  officers  and  directors  have  reviewed  the 
draft  maps  (No.  MA-13  &  CO -4)  and  proposal  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  to  recommend  to  Congress  that  the 
above  designated  areas  be  included  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act  (the  "Act").   It  is 
our  understanding  that  the  effect  of  such  designation, 
if  approved  by  Congress,  will  be  to  preclude  the  future 
use  of  federal  funds  for  new  facilities  or  for  the  expan- 
sion (but  not  the  maintenance)  of  existing  facilities  in 
such  designated  areas.  We  believe  that  the  purposes  and 
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restrictions  of  the  Act  are  consistent  with  and  supportive 
of,  the  purposes  and  policies  which  have  guided  Reservation 
and  its  predecessor  in  the  ownership  and  management  of  this 
valuable  asset  for  the  public  benefit  since  1919. 

We  further  support  the  inclusion  of  all  of  Duxbury,  Kingston 
and  Plymouth  Bays  as  part  of  the  designated  area.   These 
bodies  of  water  form  a  unified  coastal  embayment  and  safe- 
guarding the  water  quality  within  this  entire  embayment  is 
an  essential  factor  in  maintaining  the  integrity  of  these 
barrier  beaches  and  their  associated  aquatic  habitat.   The 
inclusion  of  all  of  Duxbury,  Kingston  and  Plymouth  Bays 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  assures  that  water  quality 
measures  and  standards  will  be  uniformly  applied  to  this 
entire  coastal  embayment  insofar  as  the  expenditure  of 
federal  funds  is  concerned. 

For  the  reasons  outlined  above,  Duxbury  Beach  Reservation, 
Inc.  supports  the  draft  recommendations  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  and  the  proposed  desigination  of  Duxbury 
Beach  and  portions  of  Saquish  and  Plymouth  Beaches  and  all 
of  Duxbury,  Kingston  and  Plymouth  Bays  as  part  of  the  federal 
Coastal  Barrier  Resources  System. 

Respectfully  submitted, 
DUXBURY  BEACH  RESERVATION,  INC. 


Bar tie tt  B.  Bradley 
President 

Robert  G.  Millar 
Treasurer 
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BOARD  OF  SELECTMEN 


Selectmen 

JOHN  P.  LEONARD 
Chairman 

THOMAS  J.  BARRY  ^2|r|p^  EDMUND  A.  DONDERO 

C.  MARTIN  DELANO  Executive  Assistant 

934-6586 


May    30,    1985 


Mr.    Richard  F.    Delaney 

Director 

Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management  Office 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  Mass.  02202 

RE:   Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act,  PL  97-348 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

The  Town  of  Duxbury  supports  the  proposal  to  designate 
substantially  all  of  Duxbury  Beach  and  the  undeveloped 
portions  of  Saquish  and  Plymouth  Beach  and  all  of  Duxbury, 
Kingston  and  Plymouth  Bays  as  part  of  the  Federal  Coastal 
Barrier  Resource  System. 

The  Duxbury  Conservation  Commission,  Planning  Board, 
Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  and  Ocean  Sanctuaries  Act 
Study  Committee  have  reviewed  the  draft  maps  (No.  MA-13  & 
CO-4)   and  proposal  by  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  recommend 
to  Congress  that  the  above  designated  areas  be  included  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act  (the  "Act") 
The  reports  of  these  committees  are  attached  and  form  a  part 
of  this  response. 

Among  the  positive  and  negative  factors  considered  and  cited 
in  Duxbury' s  review  of  this  proposal,  were  the  following: 

Positive: 

1.   The  purposes  of  the  Act  are  to  preserve  and  foster 
the  long-term  conservation  and  protection  of  coastal 
barrier  resources  such  as  Duxbury  and  Plymouth  Beaches 
and  their  associated  aquatic  habitats  including 
Duxbury,  Kingston  and  Plymouth  Bays  by  restricting 
future  federal  expenditures  which  have  the  effect  of 
encouraging  development  in  such  areas. 
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2.  The  Act  is  consistent  with  and  supportive  of, 
the  conservation  objectives  of  the  Massachusetts 
Ocean  Sanctuaries  Act,  the  Massachusetts  Wetlands 
Protection  Act  and  the  Town  of  Duxbury  Protective 
Zoning  By-Law  Dunes  Protection  District. 

3.  Duxbury,  Kingston  and  Plymouth  Bays  are  contiguous 
bodies  of  water  forming  a  unified  "coastal  embayment" 
and  have  been  so  designated  by  the  Massachusetts 
Coastal  Zone  Management  Office.   The  proposed  in- 
clusion of  all  of  Plymouth,  Kingston  and  Duxbury  Bays 
as  part  of  the  Federal  Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System 
is,  therefore,  consistent  with  the  existing  state 
designation  and,  more  important,  insures  that  con- 
servation and  water  quality  preservation  measures 
will  be  uniformly  applied  throughout  Duxbury,  Kingston 
and  Plymouth  Bays  for  the  protection  of  this  very 
valuable  natural  resource,  insofar  as  federal  funding 
is  concerned. 

Negative: 

1.   Unavailability  of  federal  funding  for  future  enlarge- 
ment of  the  present  Duxbury^  boat  basin  or  the  creation 
of  a  new  boat  basin  adjacent  to  the  Bay  Farm  property. 

On  balance,  we  believe  that  the  immediate  positive  factors 
significantly  outweigh  the  possible  future  negative  and,  there- 
fore, the  Town  of  Duxbury  supports  the  proposal  to  designate 
substantially  all  of  Duxbury  Beach  and  the  undeveloped  portions 
of  Saquish  and  Plymouth  Beach  and  all  of  Duxbury,  Kingston  and 
Plymouth  Bays  as  part  of  the  Federal  Coastal  Barrier  Resources 
System. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

BOARD  OF  SELECTMEN 


V^/oohn  P.  Leonard,  Chairman 
Thomas  J.  Bar^y 


C.  wartin  Delano 

BOS/lb 

Encls . 

cc.   Kingston  Board  of  Selectmen 
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town  of  Duxbury,  Massachusetts 

02332 
THE  DUXBURY  PLANNING  BOARD 


RECEIVED 

MAY  2  9  1995 

TOWN  Of  DUXBURY 
BOARD  OF  SELECTMEN 


934-6586 


May  29,  1985 


The  Honorable  Board  of  Selectmen 
8  78  Tremont  Street 
Duxbury,  Ma.  02332 

RE:  Draft  Coastal  Barrier  Inventory 

Dear  Sirs:  • 

The  Planning  Board  has  reviewed  the  draft  maps  for  the 
undeveloped  coastal  barriers  off  Duxbury  and  Plymouth  inventoried 
pursuant  to  the  Coastal  Barriers  Resources  Act,  PL97-348. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  effect  of  the  latest 
designation  of  protected  areas  will  preclude  the  use  of  federal 
funds  for   new  projects  or  expansion  of  projects  within  the 
Duxbury,  Kingston  and  Plymouth  Bay  areas  and  shoreline. 

The  Board  is  generally  supportive  of  any  measure  which  will 
protect  the  integrity  of  Duxbury  Beach  and  views  this  inventory 
and  designation  as  a  positive  step  which  may  effectively  prevent 
Plymouth  from  carrying  out  its  proposal  to  dispose  of  treated 
effluent  in  the  bay.   Board  members  did  observe  that  federal 
funds  would  be  barred  for  future  projects  such  as  enlargement 
of  the  boat  basin  or  creation  of  a  channel  and  boat  basin  at 
Bay  Farm. 

In  balance,  however,  the  Board  agreed  that  the  merits  of 
the  designation  outweigh  the  negative  aspects  and  supports  the 
draft  inventory. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Sara  E.  Wilson 
Member 


SEW/lmr 
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May  30,  1985 


Date 


Shawn  Dahlen,  Chairman,  Conservation  Commission 


Edmund  A.  Donder,  Executive  Assistant,  Bd.  of  Selectmen 


Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act 


The  Conservation  Commission  feels  that  the  expansion  of  the  Coastal 
Barrier  Resources  Act  to  include  the  inner  bay  areas  of  Duxbury, 
Kingston  and  Plymouth  Bays  is  a  positive  step  in  the  conservation  of 
our  fragile  natural  resources.   We  understand  this  may  prohibit 
Federal  funding  for  the  expansion  of  projects  in  this  area,  namely 
the  proposed  Plymouth  Sewerage  Expansion  Project.   This  is  of  great 
concern  to  the  Commission  and  we  encourage  any  effort  to  protect  this 
very  valuable  natural  resource. 


SD/lb 


RECEIVED 

MAY  3  0  1985 

TOV/NOFDUX5URY 
HOARD  OF  SELECTMEN 
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BOARD  OF  SELECTMEN  &  ASSESSORS 
TRURO,  MASS.  02666 


TEL.  349-3635 


May  31,    1985 


Mr.  Richard  F.  Delaney,  Director 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

We  would  first  like  to  protest  the  obvious  inadequacies  of  the  maps  presented 
with  the  proposed  regulations. 

Our  concerns  in  Truro  are  naturally  pointed,  not  at  existing  facilities,  but 
at  projects  which  may  become  necessary  in  the  future. 

We  would  like  to  exclude  from  the  system  the  following: 

a.  A  corridor  crossing  the  Pamet  River  at  Route  6-6A.  This  could 
be  naturally  defined  as  the  National  Park  boundary  on  the  east 
and  an  equal  distance  from  the  center  of  Route  6  to  the  west, 
as  shown  on  Truro  Assessors  Map,  Sheets  50  and  51. 

(as  this  is  the  only  connection  for  Truro/Provincetown  to  the 
Lower  Cape,  the  road,  distribution  of  power  and  the  distinct 
possibility  of  a  future  water  transmission  line  for  which  Fed- 
eral funds  may  be  applied  for,  make  this  exception  vitally  im- 
portant to  Truro  and  Provincetown) . 

b.  The  area  from  Head  of  the  Pamet  to  the  ocean  in  the  area  of 
Ballston  Beach,  as  shown  on  Truro  Assessors  Map,  Sheet  48. 

(this  area  of  approximately  150'  of  low  lying  barrier,  is  the 
only  strip  of  land  now  connecting  the  Lower  Cape.  It  has  had 
overwash  in  the  past  and  it  is  our  feeling  that  with  the  con- 
tinuing migration  of  the  dune  westward  and  the  ensuing  flatten- 
ing of  this  dune,  the  possibility  of  a  major  breakthrough  is 
possible.   If  this  does  happen,  the  possibility  of  Federal 
funds  seems  to  be  the  only  answer  as  this  property  is  now  owned 
by  the  National  Park  Service) . 

c.  It  is  important  for  us  to  know  the  eligibility  of  any  projects 
for  Pamet  Harbor,  a  tidal  inlet.   Is  maintenance  dredging  eli- 
gible?  Is  nourishment  of  the  beach  to  the  north,  Corn  Hill, 
eligible?  Would  nourishment  of  the  fore  shore  with  sand  dredges 
from  the  harbor  mouth  by  the  Corp.  of  Engineers  be  eligible? 
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Exec.  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Would  we  be  eligible  for  Federal  grants  in  this  area? 
We  would  appreciate  any  consideration  in  this  matter. 


Yours  very  truly, 
[onica  Kraft,  Cha 


Monica  Kraft,  Chairman 


Board  of  Selectmen 
Town  of  Truro 

BOS/cc 

cc:   Coastal  Zone  Management 
John  J.  Clarke,  CCPEDC 
Charles  Davidson,  Conservation  Commission 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.     20240 


ADDRESS  ONLY  THE  DIRECTOR. 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 


MAY  -8  1985 

Mr.  Jeffrey  Benoit 

Coastal  Zone  Management  Program 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 

Dear  Jeff: 

I  thought  our  meeting  went  well  and  I  hope  I  was  able  to  clarify  many  of 
your  people's  questions.  I  appreciate  your  making  the  meeting  possible. 

I  was  able  to  have  a  look  at  a  number  of  CBRS  units  on  Thursday  after- 
noon and  Friday,  and  have  a  few  questions.  Can  I  assume  the  towns  are 
aware  of  where  the  units  are  and  what  their  inclusion  in  the  System 
means?  Specifically: 

C01  -  Wingarsheek  Beach 

It  was  closed  off  by  a  bar  at  the  entrance  to  the  parking  lot.  Is  it 
private  or  public? 

C01A  -  Good  Harbor  Beach 

Is  the  City  of  Gloucester  aware  it  is  a  CBRS  unit? 

C12  -  Chatham  Roads 

Is  the  Cockle  Beach  segment  a  public  beach? 

C13  -  Lewis  Bay 

A  guard  prevents  all  non-owner  access.  I  assume  substantial  development 
must  be  underway.  Do  you  know  whether  the  area  inside  the  unit  is  being 
developed? 

C17  -  Popponesset  Spit 

Is  this  town-owned? 

C18  -  Waquoit  Bay 

We  did  not  know  that  South  Cape  Beach  was  a  State  park.  Do  your  park 
people  know  it  is  in  the  System?  Are  there  plans  for  extensive  develop- 
ment? 
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C18A  -  Falmouth  Ponds 

Is  the  Bournes  Pond  segment  a  town  beach?  A  local  citizen  told  me  that 
dredging  is  proposed  to  improve  flushing,  who  will  pay? 


I  know  you  are  very  busy,  so  please  do  not  feel  there  is  a  hurry  to 
respond.  It  has  been  a  pleasure  working  with  you.  Thank  you. 

Sincerely, 


Frank  McGil very 

Coastal  Barrier  Coordinator 


i  ;  " 


;  :»  ;  ••-• 


._.,.,..  . 


— — — ■—  I  UIIPIJ   ■!..-.  U,l.  »  i        , 

B-12 


o 


GALEFORCE  RANCH  COLONY 

PROVINCETOWN,  MASSACHUSETTS  0265T 

TELEPHONE  (617)  487-0313 

June  8,    1985 


Town  of  Provincetown 

Attn:      Town  Manager/Mr.   Jeffers 

Board  of  Selectmen/ Attn:     Mary  Jo  Av.ellar 

Planning  Boaard 

Assistant  to   the  Town  Manager/Mark  Forest 
Town  Hall 
Provincetown,   Massachusetts  02657 

Dear  Mr.    Jeffers,   Ms.   Avellar,   Mr.    Forest  and  Planning  Board: 

Reference  is  made  to  our  letter  dated  June  4,    1985  to 
Congressman  Gerry  Studds   regarding  the  proposed  coastline 
barrier  beach  network  that  would   encompass   the  West  End  of 
Provincetown. 

We  received  a  telephone  call  from  Congressman  Studds1    office 
on  Thursday,    June  6th,   1985  informing  us  that  the  officials 
from   the  town  of  Provincetown  have  a  great  deal   to   say 
relative   to   the  areas  that   they  feel   should  be   covered  in 
the  proposed  barrier  beach  network.      We  were  also   informed 
that   this  information  was  given   to  Mr.    Forest. 

It  was  recommended  by  Mr.    Studds'    office   that  we   submit  a 
letter  to   you  requesting  that  our  property  be   excluded 
from  the  barrier  beach  network.      Therefore,   we  are  hereby 
requesting  that  our  property,   known  as   the  Galeforce  Ranch 
Colony,   Motel   and  Cottages,    located  on  the  corner  of  West 
Vine«-Street  and  Bradford  Street  Extension,    be   excluded  from 
the  proposed  barrier  beach  network. 

We  would  appreciate  hearing  from  you  regarding  this  matter. 

Sincerely  yours, 


-v.        ( si/isT^uU    Lot 


^-^v.      c^^^c^L  ^yt-c^ 


Cy   to:  (     f  RAYMOND  &■  CAROLE  ALVES- 

Con^ressman__Cxerry  Studds  dba  Galeforce  Ranch   Colony 

j*€o~astal   Zone  Management-  Bradford  Street  Extension 

(^  Pre  \±ice  town,   Ma.    02657  --Province  town,   Ma.    02657 

representative  Howard   Cahoon 

Mr.    Frank  McGilvery 

Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Coordinator 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.  C.  20240 
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The  Association  for  the  Preservation  of  Cape  Cod,  inc. 


BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS 

PRESIDENT 

Tina  Stonorov  Daly 

VICE  PRESIDENT 

Donald  A.  Sander 

SECRETARY 
Katharine  Whittum 

TREASURER 

Joseph  C.  Lowell 

T.  W.  Osier  Abbott 
Peter  Auger 
Clair  L.  Baisly 
John  R.  Bhzard 
Rosemary  Bowler 
Kate  Davis 
Russell  Ford 
William  E.  Forrest 
Scott  W.  Horsley 
Patricia  E.  Hughes 
William  B.  Kerfoot 
Kathie  Lee  Kinney 
David  W.  Lillie 
Victoria  Lowell 
David  B.  H.  Martin 
Barbara  S.  Mayo 
John  Ohman 
Robert  L.  Prescott.  Jr 
Lawrence  O.  Spauidtng.  Jr. 
Herbert  E.  Whitlock 

EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 

Esther  A.  Snyder 


BOARD  OF  SCIENTIFIC 
ADVISORS 

Dr.  v>  imam  B.  Kerfooi 
Biolog:st.  Chairman 

Dr    Bemhard  E.  Banels 
Physical  Chemist 

Dr.  D.W.  Caldwell 

Geologist/  Hydrologist 

Dr.  Graham  S.  Gicse 

Physical  Oceanographer 

Dr.  Francis  R.  Hall 
Hydrologist 

Dr.  Paul  B.  Hamilton 
Biochemist 

Dr.  Robert  W    Howarth 
Marine  Ecologist 

Dr.  Cindy  Lee 

Biogcocliciiii^i   - 

Dr.  Norton  H.  Nickerson 
Biologist 

Dr.  Peter  H.  Rich 
Limnologist 

Dr.  Raymond  Siever 
Geochemist 

Dr.  Michael  Soukup 
Limnologist 

Dr.  Arthur  N    Strahler 
Geologist 

Dr.  John  M.  Teal 

Marine  Ecologist 

Dr.  Herbert  E.  Whillock 
Physical  Chemist 


P.  O.  Box  63S 
Orleans,  Massachusetts  02653 


617-255-4142 


June  18,  1985 


Richard  Delaney,  Director 
Coastal  Zone  Management 
Executive  Office  of 
Environmental  Affairs 
Boston,  MA   02202 


Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

The  APCC  is  a  non-profit  citizens'  environmental  advocacy 
group  organized  in  1968.  We  have  approximately  2500  mem- 
berships. Our  interest  is  in  Cape  Cod  and  the  protection 
of  its  natural  values.  Cape  Cod  lies  wholly  within  the 
Coastal  Zone,  and  so  we  take  a  great  interest  in  comment- 
ing on  the  Department  of  Interior's  recommendations  to 
Congress  on  the  Coastal  Barriers  Resources  Act. 

We  appreciate  your  making  it  possible  for  us  to  comment 
on  the  DOI  proposals  through  your  office.  We  will  also 
be  sending  our  comments  directly  to  the  Department  of 
the  Interior. 

APCC  strongly  supports  the  DOI's  proposals  to  expand  the 
Coastal  Barrier  Resources  System.  We  favor  the  expansion 
of  the  definition  of  "coastal  barriers,"  and  we  support 
inclusion  throughout  the  nation's  coasts  of  those  areas 
already  protected. 

At  the  same  time  that  we  strongly  support  the  proposals, 
we  deplore  the  poor  quality  of  the  maps  provided.   Those 
maps  are  insufficient  in  detail  to  determine  existing 
Coastal  Barrier  Resource  Unit  boundaries. 

The  APCC  believes  that  the  impacts  to  Cape  Cod  cannot  be 
properly  evaluated  based  on  the  available  information 
supplied.   The  maps  provided  are  not  of  sufficient  detail 
to  determine,  or  even  guess,  proposed  and/or  existing 
coastal  barrier  resource  unit  boundaries.   In  addition 
to  the  legibility  and  scale  problems,  there  is  no  clear 
explanation  as  to  the  criteria  used  for  setting  individual 
unit  boundaries.   Although  review  of  the  text  and  dis- 
cussions with  CZM  personnel  set  the  oceanward  extension 
of  these  units  to  the  30'  offshore  depth  contour,  deter- 
mination of  the  landward  extension  of  these  units  can 


A  non-profit  organization    —  all  dues  and  contributions  tax  deductible. 


L 


■■»?'->.<J.  l-»..l!,-„T,M!fflpi 


B-14 


-2- 
be  based  on  any  one  or  some  combination  of  the  following: 

1 .  unit  boundaries  may  be  delineated  by  vegetation, 

2.  unit  boundaries  may  be  delineated  by  the  ten  foot  contour  elevation, 

3.  unit  boundaries  may  be  delineated  by  appropriate  FEMA  floodplain 
elevations,  and/or 

4.  unit  boundaries  may  be  delineated  by  a  specified  horizontal  distance 
from  mean  high  water,  i.e.,  a  mile. 

Obviously  the  difference  in  landward  extension  using  these  criteria  is 
significant.  Clearly,  in  assessing  impacts,  the  criteria  for  establish- 
ing each  unit  boundary  should,  and  must,  be  specified. 

Once  the  exact  unit  boundaries  are  known,  then  proper  assessment  as  to 
both  the  environmental  and  economic  impacts  of  these  new  designations 
can  be  made. 

APCC  requests  that  when  boundary  designations  are  actually  made  by  Con- 
gress, the  Department  of  Interior  supply  detailed  maps  and  give  the 
public  an  opportunity  for  comment  on  exact  boundaries. 

We  would  like  to  ask  for  clarification  on  one  point;  can  existing  har- 
bors (as  opposed  to  channels)  be  dredged  with  federal  monies  if  they 
are  in  a  CBRS  unit? 

Our  support  for  the  idea  of  inclusion  of  all  recommended  Areas  is  very 
strong  with  the  only  hesitation  being  in  mupping  exact  boundaries.  The 
idea  of  the  protection  afforded  by  inclusion  in  the  CBR  System  appeals 
to  us,  and  we  urge  you  to^continue  to  seek  this  protection,  while  at 
the  same  time  to  make  the  boundary  lines  clearer  and  to  allow  us  to 
review  the  exact  boundaries. 

APCC  wishes  to  praise  the  Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management  Office 
and  their  continued  efforts  to  recognize  and  protect  these  underdeveloped 
fragile  barrier  beach  environments.  We  see  this  program  as  a  first  step 
in  a  land  use  policy  for  barrier  beaches  that  will  ultimately  preserve 
as  many  as  possible  in  their  undeveloped  state.   It  is  our  hope  that 
these  beaches  will  then  be  permitted  to  continue  in  their  natural  role 
of  protecting  fisheries,  shellfisheries  and  our  economic  investment  in 
coastal  upland  properties. 

Sincerely, 

APCC  Board  ofj  Directors 
Tina  Daly,  President 

cc:  William  P.  Clarke,  Secretary  of  Interior 
Senator  Edward  M.  Kennedy 
Senator  John  F.  Kerry 
Congressman  Gerry  E.  Studds 
Jack  Clarke,  Coastal  Zone  Management 
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OFFICE  OF 
SELECTMEN  and  ASSESSORS 

^ox  A  Tel.:  (617)  349-3707 

on  Cape  Cod  Wellfleet,  Massachusetts  02667  349-3838 


June.   18,    1985 


VonaZd   P.  HodeZ 
SecKetaKy  o£  the  InteKloK 
HatlonaZ   VaKk  SeKvlce 
Box   37127 
Wa6hlngton,    VC   20013-7127 

VeaK  Se.oie.ta.Ky  HodeZ: 

The.  WeZZiZeet  Boaid   OjJ  SeZectmen  o£  the.  Town   otf  WeZZiZeet, 
acting   on   behalf   o£  the  Ke6ldent6'  o£  We.llile.zt,    Ke6pectiuZZy 
Ke.qtie.At  the.  KemovaZ  o&   the.  InneK   haKboK   iKom   youK  pKopo6ed 
BaKKleK   Beach  Map   be£oKe   ioKwaKdlng   to   the   CongKe66 .      We   iuKtheK 
Ke.que.6t  that  the.  new  tine,  be   dKawn   faKom  the.  outride  o&   VoweK6' 
Landing   dlKectty  acK066   to    Indian   Neck,    a6   6hown  In  Ked  on  the. 
encZo6ed  map.    • 

Given  ?Kopo6ltlon   2%  heKe  In  Ua66achu6ett6   and  the   &act  that 
oveK   63%   oi   ouK  Zand  16   within  the   HatlonaZ  Sea6hoKe  and   cannot 
be  deveZoped,    the   Town  mu6t  Zook  towaKd  otheK  aKea6    &ok  Kevenue. 
OuK  UaKlna  ha6    gKeat  potentlaZ   a6   that  6ouKce.      HoweveK,    new 
dKedglhg   wouZd   be   needed,    and  In   ouK  opinion  we  wouZd   need 
iedeKaZ  a66l6tance   &ok  a  pKoject   o£  thl6   6lze  -    400  to   600   new 
mooKlng  6pace6. 

We   know   you  wlZZ  give  ouK  Keque6t  the  con6ldeKatlon  It    ^ 
de6eKve6. 


SlnceKeZy  youK6, 


WeZZiZeet   BoaKd   o£   SeZectmen 


GH/mZn 


cc:      SenatoK   EdwaKd   M.  Kennedy 
SenatoK  John   F.  KeKKy 
CongKe66man   GcKKy   E.  Studd6 

J.    CKalg    VotteK,    Acting    A66t.    Secy    &ok   Fl6h   &   WIZdtl&e   S    VaKkh fVOl A'SP 
TKank   McGlZveKy,    Coa6taZ   BaKKleK6    CooKd.,    U.S.    ¥l6h   6   WlZdZlie  SeKv/VOl 
RlchaKd   F.  VeZaney,    VlK. ,    Ua6  6.    Coa6taZ   lone  Ugmnt. 
Jack   CZaKke,    CCPEVC,    CZM  CooKdlnatoK 
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TOWN     OF     YARMOUTH 

1146  ROUTE  28  SOUTH  YARMOUTH  MASSACHUSETTS  02664 

Telephone  398-2231 


BOARDS    OF 

SELECTMEN 
ASSESSORS 
•  HEALTH  - 


EXECUTIVE 
SECRETARY 


June    21,    1985 


Mr.  Richard  F.  Delaney 
Director,  Executive  Office  of 

Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA   022  02 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

The  Town  of  Yarmouth  would  like  to  submit  its  comments  concerning  the 
Coastal  Barriers  Resources  Act  (CBRA)  (PI  97-348). 

The  Town  of  Yarmouth  has  reviewed  the  affects  of  the  Coastal  Barriers 
Resources  Act  with  our  CZM  representative,  Mark  Galkowski ,  Town 
Engineer,  Park  Department,  Natural  Resource  Department,  Executive 
Secretary,  and  the  Board  of  Selectmen.   We  have  enclosed  suggestions 
for  modifications  in  the  areas  affected  by  the  new  proposed  regu- 
lations.  The  Town  of  Yarmouth  feels  strongly  that  these  modifications 
are  reasonable  and  in  keeping  with  the  intent  of  the  Coastal  Barriers 
Resources  Act  as  well  as  allowing  the  conservation  of  the  Town's 
beach  areas. 


We  have  also  submitted  maps  which  have  been  redrawn 
showing  the  areas  we  would  like  to  have  modified  as 
you  with  a  detailed  description  of  each  area.  The 
wish  to  comment  that  the  maps  submitted  for  our  rev 
with  a  less  than  adequate  method  of  determining  the 
Act  in  Yarmouth.  We  would  hope  that  when  the  final 
they  are  in  a  great  more  detail  so  clear  determinat 
by  our  enforcing  officials  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
specific  parcels  within  our  community. 


by  Mr.  Galkowski 
well  as  providing 
Town  would  also 
iew  left  the  Town 
affects  of  the 
maps  are  drawn, 
ions  can  be  made 
Act  affects 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  these  regulations  and 
for. the  extension  you  gave  to  us  to  submit  our  comments.   If  our 
office  can  provide  you  with  any  further  information,  please  feel 
free  to  contact  me  at  398-2231. 


Sincerely, 


RCL/lcf 

cc:   Mark  Galkowski 

State  Senator  Paul  Doane 
State  Rep.  Henri  Raichenback 
Conservation  Commission 


Rober^rC.  Lawton ,  Jr, 
Executive  Secretary 
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TO: 

FROM: 
DATE: 
RE: 


TOWN  OF  YARMOUTH 


PARK    DEPARTMENT 


74  TOWN  BROOK   ROAD 
WEST  YARMOUTH,  MASS.  02673 


Robert  C.  Lawton,  Jr. 
Executive  Secretary 


D  ni."! 

DF1LE 


Phil  Whitten,  Park  Managerial) 

June  18,  1985 

Coastal  Barriers  MA-15  and  C-13 


TELEPHONE  775-7910 

R-ECEIVED 

*9WN  OF  YARMOUTH 

JUN191985 

BOARD  OH  SELECTMEN 
BY. 


In  response  to  the  ideas  discussed  at  our  meeting  of  June  12,  1985, 
we  would  propose  the  following  areas  be  excluded  from  the  proposed 
coastal  barriers  expansion.  If  a  catastrophic  natural  disaster  were 
to  strike  and  damage  any  of  the  buildings,  beach  or  parking  lots,  the 
town  would  be  hard  pressed  to  rebuild  without  Federal  Aid  and  associated 
State  Aid. 


ENGLEWOOD  BEACH 

Beach 
Marina 
Parking  Lot 

COLONIAL  ACRES  BEACH 

Bridge 
Marina 

SEA  GULL  BEACH 

Beach 

Toilet  Facility 
Fencing 

BASS  HOLE  (Graves  Beach) 

Beach 

Parking  Lots  (2) 

Boat  Ramp 


Jetty 
Boat  Ramp 
Toilet  Building 


Beach 
Parking  Lot 


Parking  Lot 

Lights  and  Power  Lines 


Bulkhead 
Boardwalk 


It  appears  that  the  above  listed  facilities  would  be  included  in  the  proposed 
expansion.  To  what  degree  the  "Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act"  affects  these 
areas  should  be  determined. 

/In 
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TOWN     OF     YARMOUTH 

1146  ROUTE  28  SOUTH  YARMOUTH  MASSACHUSETTS  02664 

Telephone  398-2231 


BOARDS  OF 

SELECTMEN 
ASSESSORS 
-  HEALTH  - 


EXECUTIVE 
SECRETARY 


Dear  Comment  Recipient: 

The  Town  of  Yarmouth  has  submitted  its  comments  to  insure  future 
projects,  mainly  water  dependent  will  be  eligible  for  Federal 
Funding  as  it  may  become  available. 

We  feel  the  differences  between  existing  and  new  projects  need  a 
great  deal  of  clarification. 

Is  an  existing  project:  one- in  which  Federal  assistance  or  expenditures 
have  been  used  to  complete  it  or  one  completed  with  state  and  local 
funds?   Also,  do  barrier  beaches  under  the  CBRA  no  longer  qualify  for 
dredge  material  disposal  for  beach  nourishment  under  the  direction 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  State  or  local  authorities?   If  not, 
we  would  like  to  make  a  few  more  deletions. 

What  is  the  time  lapse  within  which  a  project  may  still  be  considered 
valid  or  "live",  10,  20,  30,  50,  100  years?  . 

We  can  foresee  a  great  deal  of  confusion  stemming  from  the. ill-defined 
boundaries  which  you  have  used  to  outline  the  areas.   It  appears  many 
man  hours  will  be  expended  in  attempting  to  pinpoint  their  exact 
locations. 

Please  accept  these  comments  as  constructive  criticism  and  not  as 
dissatisfaction  with  the  entire  program. 


Sincerely  yours, 


MSG/lcf 


Mark  S.  Galkowski 
Coastal  Zone  Management 
Advisory  Board  Representative 
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Areas  for  Deletion 

I.  Existing  CBRA  -  Deletions  requested 

Map  1 

1A  An  area  East  of  Dunbar  Point  running  from  the  Federal  Channel, 
East,  Southeast  and  South  2500  ft.  (approx.)  along  the  southern 
edge  of  the  Egg  Island  to  the  boundary  between  the  Town  of 
Yarmouth  and  the  Town  of  Barnstable.   Following  along  the  town 
boundary  line  1000  ft.  (approx)  then  running  Northeast  1200 
ft.  (approx.)  then  running  Northwest  1200  ft.  (approx.)  then 
running  west  2000  ft.  (approx.)  to  the  Federal  Channel 

2A  A  channel  100  ft.  (approx.)  wide  running  from  Area  1  along  the 
Town  of   Yarmouth  and  Town  of  Barnstable  boundary  West-Northwest 
2200  ft.  (approx.)  to  the  Federal  Channel. 

3A  A  channel  100  ft.  wide  (approx.)  3750  ft.  (approx.)  East  to  the   - 
Englewood  Basin  being  the  same  channel  as  originally  dredged  in 
1937,  by  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts. 

4A  An  area  starting  West  of  the  existing  groin  at  Englewood  Beach 
following  in  a  Southerly  direction  1500  ft.  (approx.)  then 
Easterly  1500  ft.  (approx.)  to  Southerly  most  groin  at  Hender- 
son's Cove  then  following  along  the  shoreline  to  the  point  of 
beginning. 

5A  A  100  ft.  (approx)  channel  extending  Southerly  500  ft.  (approx.) 
from  Area  3ft to  Pine  Island  Creek.   Also  including  Pine  Island 
Creek  bounded  on  the  North  by  Pine  Island  and  on  the  South  by 
Great  Island  Barrier.  -.-— •  ■-.--  — 

II.  Proposed  CBRA  Extension  -  Deletions  Requested 

IB   Lewis  Bay  (Map  #1) 

"A  100  ft.  wide  channel,  running  East,  Northeast,  North-Northeast 
3750  ft.  (approx.)  to  Mill  Creek,  Colonial  Acres.   Also  a 
50  ft.  wide  (approx.)  channel  running  Southeast  from  Mill  Creek 
1000  ft./fePCK6^i£§!SkJUSB4n?tf°S£SSegSaiA8S?  ffeis  being  the 
same  as  previously  dredged  in  1966.   Also,  the  Mill  Creek  bounded 
on  the  West  by  Hyannis  Park  and  Colonial  Acres  on  the  East. 
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-  2  - 

2B   Parker's  River  -  (Map  #2) 

The  river  channel  200  ft.  wide  (approx.)  running  South  3000  ft. 

to  the  mouth  and  then  southeasterly  a  200  ft.  wide  channel  (approx.) 

1  mile  in  length,  being  the  same  as  dredged  in  1959-1961. 

3B   Bass  River  (Map  #2) 

The  river  Southwesterly  from  Wrinkle  Point  West  of  Stage  Island 
2500  ft.  (approx.)  then  in  Southerly  direction  West  and  South 
of  the  Town  of  Dennis  -  Town  of  Yarmouth  boundary  line  and  West 
of  the  Davis  Beach  groin,  East  of  South  Street,  Bass  River  and 
Bass  River  Beach,  3000  ft.  (approx.).   Then  a  channel  400  ft. 
wide  (approx.)  Southerly  approximately  1  mile  long,  prev.  dredged. 

4B   Bass  Hole  (Map  #3) 

The  area  of  the  Bass  Hole  bounded  on  the  Northeast  by  the  Town 
of  Dennis  -  Town  of  Yarmouth  boundary  on  the  South  by  the  Board- 
walk 2500  ft. (approx.)   then  by  a  channel  100  ft.  (approx.)  wide 
1  mile  long (approx. )  and  then  100  ft.  wide  (approx.)  by  4000  ft. 
long  (approx.) 

5B   Shortwhaff£  Creek  (Map  #4) 

A  channel  50  ft.  wide  (approx.)  running  from  the  landing  North- 
west  500  ft.  (approx.)  then  Northerly  500  ft.  (approx.)  then 
a  channel  100  ft.  wide  (approx. ) running  Northerly  and  North- 
westerly 1  mile  long  (approx.) 
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HYANNIS  QUADRANGLE 

MASSACHUSETTS -BARNSTABLE  CO. 

7.5  MINUTE  SERIES  (TOPOGRAPHIC) 
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S1CRRA  CLUfe  •  Neto  encLand  CbapteR 

3  JOY  STREET,  ROOM  12.  BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS,  02108  •  617-227-5339 


July  3,   1935 

Jeffrey  Benoit 

Coastal  Zone  Management  Program 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  St. 

20th  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Benoit: 

The  Sierra  Club,  New  England  Chapter,  would  like  to  inform  CZM 
that  we  are  strongly  in  favor  of  proposals  by  the  Department  of 
Interior  to  expand  the  Coastal  Barrior  Resources  System.  That 
such  expansion  should  include  a  wider  definition  of  what 
constitutes  a  coastal  barrier,  i.e.,  wetlands,  tidal  flats, 
lagoons,  estuaries,  etc.,  makes  good  ecological  and  economic 
sense  and  would  give  welcome  additional  support  to  sensitive 
coastal  areas  and  to  our  State's  Wetlands  Protection  Act  as  it 
applies  to  these  coastal  areas.  In  addition  to  a  wider 
definition  of  areas  to  be  protected,  we  also  support  the  proposal 
that  land  units  already  protected  by  other  means  be  further 
protected  by  inclusion  in  the  Coastal  Barriers  Resources  Act.  We 
are  thinking,  for  example,  of  areas  like  the  Cape  Cod  National 
Seashore,  Monomoy  and  Parker  River  National  Wildlife  Refuges  as 
well  as  any  DEM  or  town-owned  land. 

While  we  are  definitely  in  favor  of  the  general  proposals,  we  are 
not  prepared  at  this  time  to  make  comments  on  specific  units  to 
be  included,  for  a  number  of  reasons.  Firstly,  maps  provided  to 
us  are  almost  illegible  and  of  such  a  small  scale  that  precise 
boundries  of  suggested  parcels  cannot  be  determined.  Secondly, 
as  we  are  a  volunteer  grass  roots  organization,  it  will  take  time 
to  locate  members  in  Massachusetts  (as  well  as  Rhode  Island,  New 
Hampshire  and  Maine)  who  are  familiar  with  a  specific  site  and 
who  can  study  such  a  site's  boundry  in  detail  in  order  to 
generate  truly  meaningful  comments  on  a  case  by  case  basis.  To 
overcome  this  latter  obstacle,  we  are  prepared  to  publicize  the 
intent  of  the  DOI  in  our  newpaper,  The  Sierran,  so  that 
interested  members  can  become  involved.  With  such  preparation, 
the  Sierra  Club  should  be  in  a  good  position  to  make  detailed 
comments  on  land  and  water  units  during  a  future  comment  period, 
perhaps  at  the  point  when  the  DOI  makes  final  recommendations  to 
Congress. 


B-17 


SieRRA  CLUfc  •  Neco  encLand  Chapt 

3  JOY  STREET,  ROOM  12,  BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS,  02108  •  617-227-5339 


Jeffrey  Benoit 

July  3,  1985 
Page  2 


As  a  final  point,  and  knowing  of  your  knowledge  of  the  State's 
coastline,  we  rely  on  Coastal  Zone  Management  to  suggest  to  the 
DOI  at  this  time  every  possible  site  within  the  State  that  should 
be  considered  for  inclusion  in  the  Act.  With  a  coast  line  as 
developed  as  ours  is,  any  impedament  which  could  limit  further 
development,  in  our  opinion,  would  be  in  the  State's  best  long 
term  interest.  It  would  seem  easier  to  delete  areas  that,  on 
further  study,  are  inappropriate  than  to  add  an  area  later  while, 
in  the  meantime,  risking  development  which  would  cause  such  areas 
to  become  ineligible  in  the  future. 

We  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  for  input  into  the  State's 
comments-  to  Interior.  We  will  also  be  sending  comments  directly 
to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  on  the  four  coastal  states  our 
Chapter  represents. 


Sincerely, 


Tania  A.  Assaykeen 

Chair,  Public  Lands  Committee 
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EDGARTOWN  CONSERVATION  COMMISSION 
BOX  1 86     EDGARTOWN,  MASSACHUSETTS  02539 


Jeff  Benoit 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  St. 

Boston,  MA   02202 


July  10,  1985 


Dear  Mr.  Benoit, 


Thank  you  for  sending  the  maps  for  the  proposed  designations  in  the 
Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System. 

As  this  is  a  small  town  and  the  Conservation  Commission  does  not 
meet  often,  there  is  some  time  lag  between  communications.  The  Commis- 
sion reviewed  the  maps  including  areas  MA27,  C26,  C27,  MA28,  and  C28,  for 
which  the  proposed  increases  are  quite  extensive,  at  their  last  meeting 
on  July  1,  1985.  The  Commission  does  not  feel  they  have  been  given  suf- 
ficient information  to  evaluate  these  maps  and  the  increases.  The  areas 
shown  on  the  maps  are  not  clearly  delineated,  specifically  as  to  how  far 
inland  the  line  goes.  THere  are  already  peoples1  houses  located  on  some 
of  the  property  where  the  expansion  lines  are  located.  How  would  this 
affect  them? 

At  this  time  the  Edgartown  Conservation  Commission  would  object  to 
any  increases,  because  they  do  not  feel  sufficiently  informed  as  to 
the  true  impact  of  this  act  and  its  expansion.  They  are  hoping  there 
is  more  information  available,  or  that  there  is  someone  who  would  be 
able  to  meet  with  them  and  explain  the  impact  of  this  Act. 

If  you  wish  to  call  the  Carmission,  the  telephone  number  here  in 
Edgartown  is  627-8431.  Thank  you  for  any  help  you  can  give  the  Commis- 
sion in  this  matter. 


Sincerely, 


Ca  re 


cc:  Gerry  Studds 


te  r~   ^ 


Margaret  Knight 
Assistant 
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THE  MARTHA'S  VINEYARD   COMMISSION 

♦•)i:';v.';':y.:>:'.:;X;V 


September  11,  1985 


Mr.  Jeff  Benoit 
Coastal  Zone  Management 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA    02202 


Dear  Jeff, 

Enclosed  are  comments  from  the  Edgartown  Conservation  Commission 
regarding  CBRA. 

I  concur  with  their  proposed  exclusions  and  changes  as  they 
have  listed  in  numbers  1-4. 

Altering  the  proposed  boundary  of  MA-28,  Katama  Bay,  number  1 
option  could  be  crucial  in  the  overall  planning  of  Egartown 
Harbor.   In  recent  years,  this  area  has  become  quite  developed 
with  water  dependent  uses. 

Option  number  5,  MA-27  Proposal,  does  indeed  contain  very  little 
natural  characteristics  and  is  a  vital  link  between  the  Towns 
of  Oak  Bluffs  and  Edgartown.   However,  I  do  not  agree  with  the 
Edgartowns '  Conservation  Commissions  proposed  exclusion  of  the 
MA-26  area.   The  area  of  road  exposed  to  natural  storm  features 
and  therefore  replacement  or  loss  of  a  portion  of  a  vital  link, 
is  rather  small  in  comparing  this  to  road  length  and  unnatural 
characteristics  of  MA-27. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter. 


cerely/,] 

id  0(hi 


Carol   Borer 

Coastal  Zone  Planner 


CB/be 
enclosures 
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EDGARTOWN  CONSERVATION  COMMISSION 
BOX  1 86     EDGARTOWN,  M ASSACHUSETTS  02539 


September   10,1985 

Coastal  zone  Management 
U0Q- Cambridge   St. 
Boston,    MA     02202 

Dear  Jeff , 

Thank  you  for  coming  down  to  the  Island  to  talk  about  the  proposed  changes 
in  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act.   It  was  very  helpful  to  the  Conservation 
Commission  in  evaluating  these  changes  to  the  maps  concerning  Blgartown. 

Here  is  a  summary  of  the  comments  made  by  the  Commission,  with  the  changes 
that  the  Commission  would  like  to  see  made  on  the  CBRS  maps: 

1.  Alter  the  proposed  addition  of  MA-28,  Katama  Bay,  to  include  the  area 
southeasterly  of  a  straight  line  drawn  between  Katama  Point  and  Long  Point,  so 
that  the  area  toward  down-harbor  is  excluded.   The  Commission  feels  that  the  area 
they  would  li.'ce  excluded  from  the  designation  has  been  developed  in  recent  years 
with  many  piers,  moorings,  and  general  use  by  marine  traffic.   In  effect,  the 
harbor  has  extended  down  to  around  this  iinet   Also,  at  this  line  between  the  two 
points  there  is  a  natural  retriction  in  the  formation  of  the  bay. 

2.  Relocate  the  line  in  C-26  to  the  north  of  the  lighthouse  at  the  entrance 
to  the  town  harbor  to  exclude  the  town  causeway  and  lighthouse.   The  Commission 
believes  that  at  some  point  in  the  future,  a  jetty  at  thesentranceuto  the  harbor 
may  be  needed  to  protect  the  harbor  and /or  the  lighthouse. 

3.  Make  an  exclusion  of  the  Dyke  Bridge  in  the  area  of  C-27  which  connects 
the  Dyke  Road  to  the  barrier  beach  on  the  east  of  Chappaquiddick.   There  has  been 
much  discussion  in  the  town  of  the  future  of  this  town-owned  bridge,  either  as  a 
bridge  or  a  dyke,  and  the  Commission  would  like  to  see  that  all  options  for  fund- 
ing remain  open. 

4.  Exclude  the  area  in  C-27  on  Cape  Poge  of  land  containing  a  concentration 
of  houses.   This  area  has  been  developed  with  homes  for  many  years,  and  the  Commis- 
sion feels  that  because  of  the  number  of  houses ,  it  should  not  be  included  on  the 
maps. 

5.  Eliminate  MA-27  from  the  map  in  its  entirety.   This  area  contains  a  road 
which  is  a  vital  link  between  the  towns  of  Oak  Bluffs  and  Edgartown.   It  also  con- 
tains a  heavily  used  bicycle  path.   The  barrier  beach  portion  of  MA-^27  contains  a 
town  and  state  beach  with  a  parking  area  that  extends  the  length  of  the  beach. 
There  are  presently  very  little  natural  characteristics  left  to  the  area.   Also, 
the  land -along  the  pond  behind  the  beach  has  already  been  built  to  the  maximum 
wherever  it  can  be  built  on.   For  these  reasons,  the  Commission  would  like  to 

see  this  area  excluded.   The  Commission  also  feels  that  the  area  MA-26,  which  is 
in  Oak  Bluffs  and  contains  portions  of  this  same  road,  should  be  exluded. 
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6.   The  Commission  would  like  to  see  a  provision  made  that  the  maps  will  be 
subject  to  review  in  20  years  for  changes  to  the  coast  line. 


Thank  you  for  considering  these  comments  in  your  review  of  the  CBRA  maps 


Very  truly  yours, 


Blward  Vincent,  Jr. 
Chairman 
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July  30,   1985 


Coastal  Barriers  Study  Group 
U.S.  Dep't.  of  the  Interior 
National  Park  Service  -  498 
Box  37127 
Washington,  D.C.   20013-7127 

Gentlemen: 

I  would  like  to  take  advantage  of  the  opportunity  presented  by  the  extension 
of  the  comment  period  for  advancing  opinions  on  the  DOI  draft  Report  to  Congress 
of  the  Coastal  Barriers  Resources  Act.  As  a  professional  ecologist  and  as  a 
former  member  of  the  Falmouth  Conservation  Commission,  Falmouth  being  a  coastal 
town  with  salt  marshes  and  a  variety  of  coastal  barriers,  I  have  several  sugges- 
tions to  make. 

In  summary,  I  support  the  DOI  proposals  to  expand  the  Coastal  Barriers 
Resources  System. 

In  more  detail,  I  would  urge  the  following: 

1.  Broaden  the  definition  of  a  coastal  barrier  to  include  other  coastal 
areas  rich  in  fish  and  wildlife,  and  protect  the  mainland  from  wind,  waves  and 
storms  ; 

2.  Expand  the  Atlantic  and  Gulf  coastal  barriers  network; 

3.  Thoroughly  check  that  (a)  undeveloped  areas  have  not  been  excluded, 
(b)  developed  areas  that  have  been  mistakably  included,  and  (c)  otherwise  pro- 
tected areas  have  not  been  excluded. 

4.  Opposition  to  the  deletion  of  any  areas  from  the  present  Coastal  Barriers 
Resources  System. 

-  5.  Include  throughout  the  nation's  coast  those  areas  already  protected 
such  as  national  seashores. 

6.  Include  the  2500  shoreline  miles  and  the  2  million  acres  of  fragile 
coastal  barriers  in  the  Pacific  Coast,  Alaska,  Hawaii,  the  territories  and 
the  Great  Lakes,  whether  or  not  these  entities  request  exclusion  from  the  CBRS. 

Although  the  DOI  estiirated  that  more  than  $120  million  in  government  sub- 
sidies are  spent  developing  these  coastal  barriers  annually,  it  has  been  proven 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  development  of  these  fragile  lands  is  nearly 
always  a  wasteful  and  a  dangerous  expenditure  of  tax  dollars.  Coastal  barriers 
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absorb  much  of  the  sea's  power  to  erode,  and  shield  both  harbors  and  ports  from 
major  storms.  Since  they  are  by  nature  organic  and  unstable  lands,  man's  efforts 
to  stablize  and  control  them  for  development  have  been  futile  in  nearly  every  case. 

The  report  and  maps  that  were  sent  in  connection  with  what  is  intended  for 
inclusion  in  the  Draft  Report  to  Congress  of  the  CBRS  were  and  are  very  helpful, 
and  I  have  no  comments  to  make  on  these  documents. 


Sincerely, 


Donald  J.  Zinn 

Prof.  Emeritus  of  Zoology 


DJZ/rld 

cc:  Mr.  Jeff  Benoit 

Box  589 

FaJirouth,  MA       02541 
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DIRECTOR  OF  AERONAUTICS      - 

August  2,  1985 


Richard  Delaney,  Director 
Coastal  Zone  Management 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 


Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 


Re:  Provincetown  Municipal  Airport 


I  urge  you  in  the  strongest  possible  terms  not  to  incorporate  the  Provincetown  Municipal 
Airport  into  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  System,  thereby  making  it  permanently  in- 
eligible for  federal  funding  of  vitally  needed  improvements. 

This  airport  is  a  key  component  of  the  resort-based  economy  of  the  Outer  Cape  Cod  area  and 
has  always  been  developed  with  scrupulous  regard  for  the  delicate  local  ecology.  It  must 
be  allowed  to  continue  to  accomodate  the  demands  placed  upon  it  by  those  who  live,  work 
and  vacation  on  the  Outer  Cape.  To  do  otherwise  would  place  an  unreasonable,  excessive 
and  unjustified  restraint  on  the  economic  development  of  this  entire  area. 

Even  viewed  from  the  narrow  perspective  of  the  enabling  law  (P.L.  97-348),  the  saving  of 
federal  money,  barring  development  of  this  airport  would  be  a  mistake.  Restricting  the 
livelihoods  of  thousands  upon  thousands  of  Outer  Cape  residents,  which  this  ban  would 
obviously  do  with  increasing  severity  as  the  years  pass,  will  certainly  deprive  the 
Treasury  of  far  more  revenue  than  the  ban  could  save.  Of  course,  that  fails  to  consider 
the  pa"inful  costs  to  the  residents  themselves. 

Our  agency  is  presently  making  arrangements  to  rebuild  and  strengthen  the  Hatch's  Harbor 
Dike  so  that  this  valuable  airport  will  never  again  even  be  threatened  with  significant 
storm  damage.  We  trust  you  will  agree  that  this  is  a  vastly  preferable  means  of  pro- 
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tecting  both  past  and  future  investments  in  Provincetown  Municipal  Airport  (half  a  mile 
inland)  without  hamstringing  the  Outer  Cape's  economic  future. 


Sincerely, 


Arnold  R.  Stymest 
Executive  Director 


RK:jl 

xc:  Aeronautics  Commission 
Airport  Commission 
EOTC 

Airport  Manager 
Congressman  Studds 

Mass.  Airport  Management  Association 
Cape  Cod  Chamber  of  Commerce 
FAA  (ANE-600) 

Governor's  Development  Office 
MA  Dept.  of  Commerce  and  Development 
Secretary  of  Economic  Affairs 
DOI  Coastal  Barrier  Study  Group 
Greiner  Engineering  Sciences 
PBA,  Hyannis  Station 
John  Van  Arsdale,  Sr. 
Board  of  Selectmen 
Sen.  Doane 
Rep.  Cahoon 
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SENATOR  PAUL  V.  DOANE 

CAPE  AND  ISLANDS  DISTRICT 


TELEPHONES 
STATE  HOUSE  61  7-722- 1570 
DISTRICT  6 1  7-778-0555 

DISTRICT   OFFICE: 

BARNSTABLE  TOWN    HALL 

367  MAIN  ST..  HYANNIS.   MA  026Q1 


COMMONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

MASSACHUSETTS     SENATE 

STATE  HOUSE.  BOSTON   02133 
ROOM  413G 


committees: 
Counties 
Taxation 
Housing  and  urban 

Development 
Banks  and  banking 
Election  Laws 


August  15,  1985 


Mr.  Richard  Delaney 

Director 

Coastal  Zone  Management 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  ,  02202 


Dear  Mr 


aney: 


I  am  writing  to  indicate  my  support  for  the  request  of 
the  Provincetown  Municipal  Airport  to  be  exempted  from  the 
Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Sustem. 


While  I  can  certainly  understand  the  efforts  of  the  federal 
government  to  avoid  the  use  of  public  monies  for  potentially 
inconsistent  policies,  I  feel  that  the  uniquely  important  role 
that  the  airport  provides  for  the  Town  of  Provincetown  and  the 
lower  Cape  warrants  special  consideration. 

I  was  successful  this  past  budget  session  in  incorporating 
preliminary  funding  to  rectify  the  Hatches  Harbor  Dike   problem. 
I  feel  that  this  type  of  commitment  of  public  funding  represents 
a  very  positive  investment  toward  protecting  the  vital  environ- 
mental interests  of  the  area  w,hile  safeguarding  an  important 
economic  resource  as  well. 


wJ: 


Your  attention  to  this  request  and  those  of  the  town  and 
the_ Provincetown  Municipal  Airport,  as  well  as  the  Massachusetts 
Aeronautics  Commission,  is  most  respectfully  urged. 


>aul  V.  Doane 
Senator 
Cape  and  Islands  District 
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^tate  JCousc,  ^oslmt  02133 


PETER  FORMAN 

1    MT.  PLEASANT  ST. 

PLYMOUTH.   MA  02360 

TEL.  746.0344 


ROOM  40.  STATE  HOUSE 
TEL.  722.2240 


Committees  on 

Public  Service 

Election  Laws 

Insurance 

MARGARET  GARDNER 

legislative  Assistant 


September  4,  1985 


Mr.  Richard  Delaney 

Coastal  Zone  Management 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

I  have  reviewed  the  Department  of  Interior's  recommendations  for  additions 
to  the  Federal  Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System.   I  would  like  to  draw  your 
attention  to  the  effects  this  proposal  could  have  on  possible  amendments  to  the 
Ocean  Sanctuary' Act. 

The  act  prohibits  any  new  discharge  of  municipal  wastewater  in  several 
sanctuaries.   This  absolute  prohibition  applies  even  if  the  alternatives,  land 
application  or  no  action,  are  more  harmful.   Faced  with  this  law,  several 
communities  have  successfully  exempted  themselves  by  special  legislative  acts 
which  do  not  provide  an  environmentally  balanced  solution. 

Last  year,  CZM  formed  a  study  committee  on  which  I  serve,  to  begin  discussions 
on  possible  amendments  to  the  0SA.   While  no  legislation  has  come  from  the 
committee  yet,  there  does  seem  to  be  agreement  on  a  possible  framework.   Ocean 
discharge  of  secondary  treated  wastewater  would  only  be  allowed  under  rigid  guide- 
lines and  only  if  land  application  were  not  feasible  or  of  such  an  environmental 
risk  to  freshwater  resources  that  it  could  not  be  allowed. 

Suggestions  have  been  made  that,  even  under  these  conditions,  ocean  discharge 
only  be  allowed  outside  of  coastal  zones  running  close  to  shore  and  outside  of 
embayments.   In  this  respect,  the  discussion  underway  does  not  conflict  with 
Interior's  recommendation. 


• 


• 


The  recommendation  does  go  too  far  though  in  prohibiting  the  laying  of  pipe 
through  waters  in  the  Barrier  Resource  System  and,  potentially,  by  extending  these 
waters  too  far  beyond  a  barrier  beach.   This  could  make  an  ocean  discharge  point 
technically  impossible,  by  prohibiting  laying  of  pipe,  or  financially  unrealistic, 
because  of  the  distance  beyond  a  barrier  beach  to  reach  waters  outside  of  the  system. 


■■'.JJi'fWll  IJWJWJ    piltflBIJ   IjJWI.JI   Ml  WUJIJi    MmEJF.JJMI^iTf  ■'»■"»!         I"    ■     '   «.«««*   ■l,»i»JW^MWWUllW'll'M'7».|»l 


..in...  .....  mi«f-uimnmrfmimmm  »'>»iiwii»i»^»rt^>r*^^^^,?f'^r'l^'^»^«^^^^ 


B-22 


Page  2. 
September  4,  1985 


Interior's  plan  will  permanently  lock  us  into  the  dilemma  of  forcing  land 
application  or  no  action  regardless  of  its  impact  or  possible  alternatives. 

I  hope  you  will  incorporate  these  concerns  in  your  response  to  the 
Department  of  Interior. 


Sincerely, 


PETER  FORMAN 

State  Representative 


PF/rej 
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7  Woodbridge  St.,  #4 
Cambridge,  MA  C2140 

September  5,  19&5 


Mr.  Richard  Delaney 
Coastal  Zone  Management:  Office 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20th  PI. 
Boston,,  MA  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

It  is  reassuring  that  your  office  is  recommending  the  kind  of 
additions  to  the  Coastal  Barrier  System  that  will  make  it  a  strong 
piece  of  legislation.  At  a  time  when  the  federal  Government 
appears  to  be  serious  about  decreasing  the  overwhelming  deficit, 
this  is  just  the  kind  of  thing  that  can  save  millions  of  dollars. 
It  would  prevent  the  sort  of  risky  construction  that  often 
necessitates  federal  rescue  after  storm  damage.  Also,  since 
the  current  administration  is  trying  to  get  each  state  to  pay 
programs  previously  funded  at  the  federal  level, 
abruptly  stopped  funding  some  of  these  programs, 
state  money,  available  for  disaster  relief  needed 
flooding. 


for 

and  has  even 
there  is  less 
after  storms  and 


Considerable  additions  to  the  Coastal  Barrier  System  should 
be  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  his  report,  to 
Congress  so  that  they  in  turn  can  vote  in  favor  of  such  important 
precautionary  measures.  Short-term  profit  motivations  behind 
commercial  waterfront  developments  should  not  be  allowed  to 
override  such  well-designed  legislation,  intended  in  part  to 
preserve  long-term  fiscal  solvency. 


Sincerely,     __^ 

Rebecca  L.  Ramsay 

Member 

National  Wildlife  Federation 

Massachusetts  Audubon  Society 


cc:  Rep.  Gerry  Studds 
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The  University  of  Rhode  Island,  Kingston,  Rl  02881-08)6 

Department  of  Zoology,  Biological  Sciences  Buiiding     (401)  792-2372 


September  6,  1985 


Mr.  Jeffrey  Benoit,  Coastal  Geologist 
Coastal  Zone  Management  Program 
Exec.  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA   02202 

Dear  Mr.  Benoit : 

I  am  writing  to  you  to  urge  State  support  for  the  proposals  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  for  expanding  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  System.   From  my  ex- 
periences as  a  former  member  of  the  Falmouth  Conservation  Commission  and  from  my 
long-time  observations  of  the  activities  along  the  shores  of  Cape  Cod  by  a  variety 
of  commerical  entrepreneurs  and  uniformed  local  officials  and  agencies,  there  is 
a  great  need  for  a  consistent  federal  policy  that  recognizes  that  subsidies  should 
not  be  used  to  encourage  development  or  presently  undeveloped,  fragile  coastal 
areas  rich  in  a  variety  of  natural  resources. 

Further,  I  think  that  hte  State  should  strongly  support  if  not  the  draft  set 
of  management  options  for  the  conservation  of  coastal  barriers  and  their  resources, 
then  certainly  the  essential  features  of  the  draft.   As  you  know,  these  options 
focus  on  three  major  management  strategies:   making  changes  to  the  federal  tax 
to  be  (such  as  eliminating  tax  incentives  to  develop  on  beaches,  marshes  within 
the  CBR  system);  strengthening  existing  regulatory  mechanisms  (as  initiating  leg- 
islation to  prohibit  federal  agencies  from  issuing  permits  for  activities  on  coastal 
barriers  unless  they  are  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  the  CBRA;  and  making  acqui- 
sitions of  coastal  barriers  by  federal  state  or  local  governments  for  conservation 
purposes  by  means  of  a  variety  of  viable  strategies  described  in  the  Draft  Report. 

By  nature, although  coastal  barriers  are  dynamics'  and  unstable  lands,  they 
absorb  much  of  the  sea's  eroding  power  thus  shielding  harbors  and  ports  from  major 
storms.   Since  our  efforts  to  stabilize  them  for  development  have  been  proven  largely 
futile,  this  becomes  an  extravagantly  wasteful  expenditure  of  both  protective  natural 
resources  and  tax  dollars. 


Sincerely, 

Donald   J.'^Zifnn 

Prof.  Emeritus  of  Zoology 


DJZ/rld 

Box  589 
Falmouth,   MA 


02541 


The  University  c'  Rhode  Island  i  i  an  affirmative  action  and  equal  opportunity  employer 
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The  Trustees  of  Reservations 

Conserving  the  Massachusetts  Landscape 


224  Adams  Street 
Milton,  Massachusetts 
02186 

Telephone 
617-698-2066 

Ofticers 

Henry  R.  Guild,  |i. 

President 

Thomas  L.P.  O'Donncll 

Vice  President 

Hall  I.  Peterson 

Vice  President 

Mrs.  Carolyn  M.  Osteon 

Secretory 

Norton  ().  Sloan 

Treasurer 

Standing  Committee 

Peston  H.  Saunders 

Chairman 

West  wood 

Albert  M.  Crcighton,  |r. 

Manchester 

Henry  R.  Guild,  Ir. 

Dover 

Mrs.  lonathan  M.  Keyes 

Concord 

George  R.  Mathey 

Ipswich 

Thomas  LP.  CVDonnell 

Hmgham 

Mrs.  Carolyn  M.  Osteen 

Boston 

I.  Graham  Parsons 

Stockhridge 

Hall  |.  Peterson 

Petersham 

Mrs.  Richard  Phippcn 

Wcnham 

Norton  ().  Sloan 

Ipswich 

William  O.  Taylor 

Medfield 

Mrs.  Richard  D.  Thornton 

Concord 

Ralph  IV  Vogel 

Beverly  Farms 

Staff 

Frederic  Winthrop,  |r 
Director 

William  C.  Clendaniel 
Deputy  Director 
Davis  Cherington 
Deputy  Director  for 
Land  Conservation 
Caroline  1).  Standley 
Deputy  Director  for 
Development 


The  Trustees  ot  Reservations 
is  a  privately  administered, 
charitable  corporation, 
founded  for  conservation 
purposes  in  1891  to  seek  out 
and  preserve  for  the  public, 
places  of  natural  beauty  and 
historic  interest  within  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massa- 
chusetts. Contributions  are 
deductible  for  Federal  income 
tax  purposes  to  the  extent 
provided  by  law. 


September  9,  1985 


Coastal  Barriers  Study  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
National  Park  Service  -  498 
Box  37127 
Washington,,  D.C.   20013 

To  whom  it  may  concern; 

I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  register  the 
support  of  The  Trustees  of  Reservations  for  the 
proposed  expansion  of  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources 
System.   I  particularly  want  to  emphasize  our  support 
for  the  inclusion  of  "otherwise  protected  areas" 
within  the  system.   Important  areas  owned  and  managed 
by  The  Trustees  of  Reservations  —  most  notably  the 
Crane  Beach  area  of  Ipswich  and  the  Coatue  area  of 
Martha's  Vineyard  --  have  been  proposed  for  inclusion. 
We  see  inclusion  of  such  already  protected  areas  as 
offering  a  further  degree  of  protection  for  coastal 
barriers?  and  we  support  the  inclusion  of  all  areas 
meeting  the  proposed  technical  criteria.   When  already 
protected  areas  are  included,  it  will  be  important  as 
well  to  include  privately  owned  "inholdings"  and 
adjacent  parcels  which  meet  the  technical  criteria. 
The  inclusion  of  associated  aquatic  habitats  when 
these  areas  are  less  than  50%  developed  is  a  very 
positive  step  in  this  regard. 

For  many  years,  The  Trustees  of  Reservations  has 
managed  significant  coastal  properties.   This 
experience  has  made  us  aware  of  the  continuing  need  to 
avoid  damage  to  coastal  barriers,  many  of  which  are 
very  fragile.   We  support  the  concepts  underlying  the 
Coastal  Barrier  Resources  * System,  to  avoid  federally 
supported  activities  that  would  encourage  development 
of  fragile  beach  and  dune  systems  and  other  coastal 
barriers.   To  provide  federally  subsidized  flood 
insurance  for  heedless  and  unnecessary  development  of 
these  ecologically  fragile,  and  in  many  cases 
irreplaceable,  resources  would  have  tragic  results. 
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As  the  oldest  private  land  preservation  organization 
in  the  country,  we  are  proud  of  our  stewardship. 
Striking  the  right  balance  between  public  access, 
public  use,  and  environmental  protection  is  not  always 
easy,  but  we  have  consistently  given  priority  to  the 
carrying  capacity  of  the  environments  we  are 
protecting.   We  see  expansion  of  the  Coastal  Barrier 
Resources  System  as  a  matter  of  prudent,  frugal,  and 
far-sighted  environmental  management. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely  yours, 


ic  Winthrop,  Jc). 
irector 


FW/k 
cc: 


Sharon  Newsome 

National  Wildlife  Federation 
1412  Sixteenth  Street,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.   20036 

Jeffrey  Benoit 

Coastal  Geologist,  CZM 

Exec.  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 
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OFFICE  OF  SELECTMEN 

THE  SELECTMEN        «»««*n™s 


DAVID  F.  MALAGUTI 

^£25^  1 1  Lincoln  Street  roger  e.  silva 

wii  i  iam  r  TRiFFiM  Plymouth,  Massachusetts  02360  DAV1D  F-  tarantino 

WILLIAM  R.  GRIFFIN  •>  WILLIAM  F.  NOLAN.  Chairman 

EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY  (617)747  1620 


September  1 1 ,  I985 


Richard  F„  Delaney,  Director 
Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Re:   Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act,  PL  97-3^8 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney, 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  submit  for  your  consideration  the  following 
comments  relative  to  proposed  changes  to  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act 
of  1982.  The  Town  of  Plymouth  has  examined  the  proposed  changes  in  the  law, 
including  revisions  to  the  designated  areas  of  the  Federal  Coastal  Barrier 
Resource  System.   The  Town  of  Plymouth  agrees  in  principle  with  the  intent 
and  goals  of  the  Act,  however,  there  are   certain  aspects  of  the  Act  the  Town 
must  oppose  or  suggest  amendments  to. 

1.  There  is  a  total  lack  of  adequate  criteria  for  the  designation  of 
"Associated  Aquatic  Habitat"  areas.  Unlike  the  criteria  established 
for  the  designation  of  "Undeveloped  Coastal  Barriers,"  the  Associated 
Aquatic  Habitat  areas  are  not  defined,  lack  criteria  for  designation 
purposes,  and  appear  to  be  established  in  an  arbitrary  manner  under 
the  Act. 

2.  The  proposed  designation  of  the  Plymouth  Harbor  as  an  Associated  Aquatic 
Habitat  totally  ignores  the  densely  developed  nature  of  the  area,  includ- 
ing commercial,  residential,  and  tourist  related  activities  from  the 
Cordage  Complex  on  the  north  to  Plymouth  Marine  on  the  south.  This  area 
clearly  should  not  be  included  in  the  Federal  Coastal  Barrier  Resource 
System,  and  the  Town  of  Plymouth  strongly  urges  that  it  be  so  eliminated. 

3.  In  conjunction  with  item  #2  above,  the  proposed  prohibition  on  new 
federal  expenditures  and  financial  assistance  within  the  units  of  the 
Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System,  and  the  proposed  designation  of  Plymouth 
Harbor  as  an  Associated  Aquatic  Habitat,  will  severely  impact  the  proposed 
extension  of  the  town's  sewer  outfall.   That  project,  which  would  depend 
on  federal  funding  for  completion,  is  designed  to  improve  the  quality  of 
the  sewer  effluent,  and  as  a  result,  the  marine  habitat  within  Plymouth 
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Richard  F.  Delaney,  Director 
Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management 
September  1 1 ,  1 985 
Page  2 


Harbor.   It  is  again  clear  that  most  if  not  all  of  Plymouth  Harbor 
should  not  be  designated  as  an  Associated  Aquatic  Habitat,  and  as  such 
should  not  be  included  in  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System. 

4.  On  a  more  general  basis,  the  Town  of  Plymouth  finds  the  maps  provided 
with  the  Act  documents  to  be  rudimentary  In  nature  and  they  provide 
little  guidance  to  determine  actual  boundary  lines  proposed  to  be 
established  for  coastal  barriers  and  associated  aquatic  habitats. 

5.  The  final  comment  to  be  provided  to  Coastal  Zone  Management  relative  to 
the  Act  is  that  the  provisions  of  the  Act  are  very  permanent  in  nature 
(absent  an  Act  of  Congress),  and  as  such  do  not  provide  a  relief 
mechanism  to  allow  meritorious  projects  to  take  place  in  the  future. 
Such  a  mechanism  is  necessary  to  insure  that  a  project  of  sound  environ- 
mental quality,  which  depends  on  federal  funding,  can  be  considered  by 
the  federal,  state,  and  local  governments  in  the  future. 

The  Town  of  Plymouth  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  present  our  views  to 

Coastal  Zone  Management,  and  it  is  our  hope  that  you  will  see  fit  to  support 

our  position  when  communicating  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior.   If  you 
have  any  questions,  please  feel  free  to  contact  us. 


Very  truly  yours, 


#£#&&*!, 


William  R.  Grifl 
Executive  Secretary 

WRG/lt 

cc  Congressman  Studds 
Senator  Kennedy 
Senator  Kerry 
State  Senator  Ki rby 
State  Representative  Forman 
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Richard  F.  Delaney,  Director 
Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management 
September  11,  1985 
Page  2 


Harbor.   It  is  again  clear  that  most  if  not  all  of  Plymouth  Harbor 
should  not  be  designated  as  an  Associated  Aquatic  Habitat,  and  as  such 
should  not  be  included  in  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resource  System. 

On  a  more  general  basis,  the  Town  of  Plymouth  finds  the  maps  provided 
with  the  Act  documents  to  be  rudimentary  in  nature  and  they  provide 
little  guidance  to  determine  actual  boundary  lines  proposed  to  be 
established  for  coastal  barriers  and  associated  aquatic  habitats. 


5.  The  final  comment  to  be  provided  to  Coastal  Zone  Management  relative  to 
the  Act  is  that  the  provisions  of  the  Act  are  very  permanent  in  nature 
(absent  an  Act  of  Congress),  and  as  such  do  not  provide  a  relief 
mechanism  to  allow  meritorious  projects  to  take  place  in  the  future. 
Such  a  mechanism  is  necessary  to  insure  that  a  project  of  sound  environ- 
mental quality,  which  depends  on  federal  funding,  can  be  considered  by 
the  federal,  state,  and  local  governments  in  the  future. 

The  Town  of  Plymouth  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  present  our  views  to 

Coastal  Zone  Management,  and  it  is  our  hope  that  you  will  see  fit  to  support 

our  position  when  communicating  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior.   If  you 
have  any  questions,  please  feel  free  to  contact  us. 

Very  truly  yours, 

William  R. 
Executive  Secretary 

WRG/lt 

cc  Congressman  Studds 
Senator  Kennedy 
Senator  Kerry 
State  Senator  Kirby 
State  Representative  Forman 
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148  First  Parish  Road 
Scituate,  MA   02066 
September  12,  19B5 

Mr.  Jeff  Benoit,  Coastal  Geologist 

Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management 

Room  2006 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA   02202 

Dear  Mr.  Benoit, 

I  fully  support  the  efforts  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior  to  protect  and  enhance  coastal  resources.   Enclosed  are 
specific  comments  on  changes  proposed  for  units  of  the  Coastal 
Barrier  Resource  System  which  fall  within  the  town  in  which  I 
live.   I  believe  that  the  modifications  suggested  are  consistent 
with  the  intent  of  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act  and  will  be 
supported  by  your  office.   Please  incorporate  them  into  comments 
you  will  make  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  assistance  in  getting  this 
proposal  to  the  proper  individuals.   Feel  free  to  contact  me  for 
clarification  or  follow-up  activity.   During  the  day,  I  am  at 
44S-2000  x3374,  otherwise,  545-3637.   I  will  forward  a  copy  of 
these  recommendations  to  the  Interior  Department  as  well. 

Sincerely  yours, 
Michael  J  .(/'Donahue 


cc:   U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
P.O.  Box  37127 
Washington,  DC   20013 


B-27 


•  ■» 


Coastal  Barrier  Resources  System  September,  1985 

Scituate,  Massachusetts 


Goals 

The  modifications  outlined  on  the  accompanying  maps  have 
been  developed  to  meet  two  primary  goals: 

1 .   To  the  maximum  extent  possible  within  the  Coastal 
Barrier  Resources  Act,  incorporate  into  previously 
defined  resource  units  all  adjacent,  supporting 
ecological  domains. 

S.   Bound  the  resource  units  with  well  defined  natural 
features  to  eliminate  any  suggestion  of  arbitrary 
definition  and  to  simplify  administration  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Act. 

Inclusion  of  Supporting  Ecological  Domains 

Modern  study  of  coastal  process  has  shown  that  the  viability 
of  any  individual  component  of  the  coastal  ecosystem  is 
intimately  linked  with  the  viability  of  other  interlocking 
components.   Barrier  beaches  are  supported  by  salt  marshes,  tidal 
flats,  brooks  and  rivers  which  together  function  as  a  system.   It 
is  clearly  important  that  a  functioning  ecosystem  not  be 
subdivided  into  protected  and  unprotected  segments  when  that  can 
be  avoided. 


Natural  Boundaries 

The  success  of  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  System  depends 
not  only  on  sound  technical  application  but  also  on  the  fairness 
and  ease  of  administrative  application.   By  choosing  boundaries 
for  the  resource  units  that  closely  match  prominent  natural 
features  it  is  possible  to  enhance  the  environment  within  which 
the  administration  of  the  Act  will  take  place. 

The  impact  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  can  be  more  readily 
assessed  by  potential  developers  on  property  in  or  near  the 
resource  units  when  inland  landmarks  define  the  unit  boundaries 
-instead  of  imaginary  lines  dividing  otherwise  indistinguishable 
areas.  In  this  way  can  be  avoided  the  expense  and  divisiveness 
that  arise  when  individuals  and  government  agents  disagree  on  the 
administration  of  the  Act. 

In  addition,  there  exists  here  an  opportunity  to  acknowledge 
one  of  the  natural  characteristics  of  a  coastal  barrier 
resource.   As  the  barrier  functions,  it  must  move  shoreward  and 
seaward .   These  movements  may  be  unpredictable  and  take  very  long 
periods  of  time.   Periodic  adjustments  of  the  resource  unit 
boundaries  (particularly  in  the  wake  of  major  storms)  would  allow 
the  development  of  any  particular  parcel  to  reflect  its  current 
status  as  a  barrier:   newly  created  areas  could  be  protected  and 
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conversely  development  could  proceed  where  the  barrier  system  has 
receded . 


Proposed  Modifications 

Area  NA-1E 

The  southern  boundary  is  modified  to  fully  encompass 
Cohasset  Harbor  and  Briggs  Harbor. 

Area  COB 

The  northern  boundary  is  modified  to  encompass 
Musquashcut  Pond  in  its  entirety. 

Areas  C03-C03A 

The  southern  boundary  of  C03  and  the  northern  boundary  of 
C03A  are  eliminated  Joining  the  two  areas  to  include  the  North 
River  marsh  in  its  entirety  and  the  South  River  up  to  but  not 
including  currently  developed  streets. 

This  is  a  most  critical  modification  given  the  close 
interaction  between  the  North  and  South  Rivers  and  their  common 
marsh  land.   This  area  may  well  be  further  extended  by  modifying 
the  southern  boundary  of  C03A  and  merging  it  with  an  area  south 
in  flarshfield.   CThis  modification  south  is  beyond  the  scope  of 
these  comments  but  should  be  considered  by  state  planners.) 


JlMjP.<W11..'.J 
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Town  ot  Dennis 

P.O.  HO\  I).  SOI  III  DKNNIS.  M.\  02660/TYIephoiv:  617-3'H-«3()0 

September  19,  1985 


Mr.  Richard  F.  Delaney 
Director,  Executive  Office  of 

Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Delaney: 

This  is  to  inform  you  that  the  Dennis  Board  of  Selectmen  endorses  the 
principle  of  the  proposed  additions  to  the  Coastal  Barriers  Act  (CBRA), 
(PL97-348),  published  by  the  Department  of  Interior  (DI). 

It  is  felt  that  the  Federal  Government  has  enhanced  the  development 
of  barrier  beaches  with  its  support  of  flood  plain  insurance.  Now  that 
the  federal  budget  is  under  severe  restraint  it  is  felt  that  federal 
support  will  be  transferred  to  the  state  or  local  government  in  order 
to  maintain  the  current  level  of  insurance  support.   Consequently  the 
town  supports  the  additions  of  MA-23,  MA-15,  MA-16,  and  C-10  to  the 
list  of  barrier  beaches  under  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act  (97-348) 

Sincerely, 


William  H.  Shanahan,  Chairman 
Dennis  Board  of  Selectmen 


UHS/sjs 
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